ATTACHMENT 2

HL

City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division

Memorandum

REPORT DATE: February 14, 2008
AGENDA DATE  March 6, 2008

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Jan Hubbell, AICP, Senior Planner f;
Peter Lawson, Associate Planner %

SUBJECT: B85 Yankee Farm Road

On December 6, 2007, the Planning Commission considered the proposed

development for a new single family residence at 565 Yankee Farm Road. The staff

report from December 6, 2007 is attached for your review and Attachment A, Conditions

of Approval, has been updated as indicated by strikeout and underlined fext. The project
- was continued with direction to staff and the applicant to return with the following:

e The correct size of the project site.

Based upon a survey of the site, the correct size of the lot is 3.54 acres or
154,360 square feet.

e Consider reducing the size of the structure and retuming to design review for
input.

The applicant has demonstrated that additional fill against the building could
reduce the amount of "exposed" walls on the lower floor, thus qualifying for a
basement credit. With the basement credit (for both the lower fioor and the
cabana), the project would be 103% of the recommended FAR. Thus, there have
been no significant changes to the structure that would require further conceptual
review by the ABR. On the lower floor, one wall was extended from the building,
which allows for a roof element to be added from the upper floor. Additionally, the
applicant has provided diagrams, which are attached to this memo, to
demonstrate that portions of the upper and lower floor walls are offset. By
offsetting the walls, the buiiding would not read as one solid two story mass. The
applicant will bring a physical model to the Planning Commission meeting to help
with visualizing the project.
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The project statistics have been updated, based upon supplemental information,
and are inciuded below. The living area increased by 185 square feet and the
allowed maximum floor area increased by 70 square feef due to the corrected ot
size.

Use Existing Proposed
[.iving Area 1,798 s.f. 6,960 s.f.
CGarage 567 s.f. 730 s.f.
7 s
Accessory Space 975 s.f. Cabana @ 450 1. &

Workshop @400 s.f.

Total Site Development 3,340 s.f. 8,540 s.f.

- 225 s.f. (Cabana)

Basement Credits per NPO - 1.655 s.£ (Residence)

Adjusted Total Development _ 6,660 s.1.
F.AAR-0.04;

100% Max FAR _ 6,437 s.f.

83% of Max FAR 5,471 81

Note: The FAR is applied only as a guideline due to the size of the lot being greater than
15,000 s.f. The understories of the residence and the cabana each qualify for a 50% basement
credit

Resolution of whether this project should continue to be heard by the
Architectural Board of Review (ABR) or Single Family Design Board (SFDB).

in consultation with the City Attorney's Office, staff determined that the project
shall continue with the ABR. However, the project shall proceed in a timely
manner and, if there are delays, then the project may begin anew with the SFDB.
The ABR shall determine if the project is consistent with the Neighborhood
Preservation Ordinance (NPO) findings.

Provide an updated drainage plan and calculations.

The applicant has provided a drainage plan that eliminates piping hardscape
drainage off-site, which is consistent with the Storm Water Management
Program. A detention basin has been added that would capture the net increase
of impermeable surface runoff. There is sufficient area on the lot between the
proposed residence and the property line, located downhill to the south, to allow
sheet flow across the surface without impacting the neighboring properties. A
drainage report is included with this memorandum.

Connect to the closest sewer service

The applicant is finalizing an agreement with an adjacent land owner located to
the south-west, allowing access to a sewer lateral. The sewer fateral is down
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slope of the proposed dwelling, thus no lift station will be necessary under this
proposal.

Exhibits:
A. Preliminary Drainage Report, dated February 14, 2008

B. Updated Applicant Letter dated February 20, 2008 with attachments
C. Revised FAR Calculation
D.

Planning Commission Staff report dated November 27, 2007
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PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REPORY
For the Proposed
HONUAKAI RESIDENCE
565 YANKEE FARM ROAD
APN 047-030-005
Santa Barbara, California

Feb 14, 2008
CLIENT: Honuakai, LLC
PREPARED BY: Penfield & Smith

111 East Victoria Street
Santa Barbara, CA. 93101
{(805) 963-9532

WORK ORDER NO.: 17360.01

PROJECT MANAGER: Hady lzadpanah, P.E.

PROJECT ENGINEER: Todd Robinson

EXHIBIT A




Objectives

The purpose of this report is to
assess the hydrologic and hydraulic
characteristics of the  subject
property. This report analyzes the
effects of a 25-year storm event for
both  existing and proposed
conditions. The proposed project
shall safely convey the runoff from a
25-year storm event off the project
site.

Project Description

The proposed new residence s
located at 565 Yankee Farm Road in
the Hope Ranch area of the City of
Santa Barbara (see Figure A} The
project proposes fo demolish the
2,773 sq.ft. existing residence and
567 sq.ft. carport, and construct a
new 6,958 net sq.ft. single-family
residence, 730 net sq.ft. garage and
450 net sq.ft. detached accessory
structure with additional site improvements, including an improved widened driveway, on
a 3.54-acre site,

Figure A: Proiect Location

Penfield & Smith



Existing Conditions

The project site is situated on a
ridge line with approximately 3-
acres of the site draining
southerly over-fand onto
Yankee Farm Road and the
neighborhood north of Braemer
Drive. In addition 0.50 acres of
undeveloped off site area flows
to the southerly area. The
remaining 0.54-acre drains
over-land to the north-east into
an unnamed drainage course
that flows south-easterly into a
storm drain  west of the
neighborhood off Alan Road.
This storm drain outlets into
Arroyo Burro Creek north of
Cliff Drive (see Figure B.)
There is no existing storm drain
system on or in the vicinity of
the site.

Appr_oximate!y 60% of the ARROYS BURRO
existing project site has slopes TR
greater than 3:1, but less than

2:1.

PACIFIC OCEAN

Figure B: Existing Drainage Map

Per the Preliminary Geologic Investigation by Adam Simmons—Consulting Geologist
dated February 28, 2007, the site’s topsoil is clay with underlying Monterrey Shale.

Approximately 8.2% of the existing property consists of buildings, asphalt pavement and
other impervious hard surfaces.

The program “HydroCAD” was used to calculate existing 25-year storm event runoff
from the project site and the off-site area. The sheet-flow runoff to the south and to the
unnamed drainage course are 8.92 cfs and 1.41 cfs respectively.

Penfield & Smith




Proposed Conditions

The proposed project  will
demolish the existing residence
and construct a new residence in
a different location on-site, a pool
and cabana in the location of the
existing buildings, an improved
driveway, as well as additional
patios, walkways and landscaping
(see Figure C: Proposed Site.)

In order fo protect the slope from
erosion and to maintain slope
stability, the proposed drainage
design will collect storm water
from the house and motor court
and convey it to a retention/water
quality pond. The runoff from the
motor court will be collected from
a ftrench drain and wil be
released into a bio-swale and
then into the retention/water
quality pond for filtering.

Approximately 0.51 Ac. of the site
will now drain into the unnamed
drainage course and
approximately 3.03 Ac. Will drain
southerly (see  Figure D
Proposed Drainage Areas.)

The proposed driveway
improvements will remove the
existing asphalt pavement and
repave a new driveway with
asphalt surfacing except for the
section of driveway uphill of the
turnaround and the motor court
which  will be surfaced with
permeable concrete stone
pavers. The driveway surface will
be pitched outwardly away from
the residence to allow water to
flow across the road and continue
to sheet flow down the slopes
and off-site. This will maintain
the existing drainage patterns and
prevent the storm water from being

Figure D: Proposed Drainage Areas

Penfield & Smith



concentrated at a specific point, thus decreasing the potential for erosion. The top of
slope along the driveway will be landscaped with native or drought tolerant vegetation to
further stabilize the soil and decrease the velocity of the sheet flow runoff. Allowing the
runoff to sheet flow across the landscaping and native ground will act to keep pollutants
in the storm water from leaving the site.

The rest of the site drainage that is not related to the proposed development will
continue to drain via sheet flow. Additional native or drought tolerant vegetation will be
added to the property’s slopes to further stabilize it.

Approximately 13% of the post-project property will consist of buildings, asphalt
pavement and other impervious hard surfaces.

The program "HydroCAD” was used to calculate existing 25-year storm event runoff
from the project site and the off-site area of 9.46 cfs to the South and 1.30 ¢fs fo the
unnamed drainage course. As required by the City, a retention pond is proposed to
reduce the 25-year storm event runoff volume to the south.

Retention/Water Quality Pond

Based on requirements from the City of Santa Barbara Storm Water Management
Program the following equation can be utilized to determine volumetric calculations for
retention.

V = O‘SXQZSIchreﬂsex2‘67XTc

Where
Q2s=increase in post development run-off
Te=720 seconds

Q25= Post development runoff to southern drainage area - Pre development runoff to
southern drainage area
Q25=9.46 ~- 8.92 = 0.54 cfs

Therefore:
V = 0.5x0.54¢fsx2.67x720 = 519cubic - ft

Storage required = 519 cu.ft.= 3,883 gallons

The proposed retention pond volume as shown on the plans is 4,978 gallons which
exceeds the required volume by 1,095 gallons and thus reducing the volume of the flow
to the south by 28%.

Penfield & Smith



Summary of Findings

Table 1: Area of Site Draining fo South (including off-site flow)

25-yr. Peak
Area Draining to| Flow Rate,
South {Ac.) Q (cfs)
Pre-Project 3.5 8.92
Post-Project 3.53 9.46
% Difference 0.9% 6.1%

Table 2: Area of Site Draining to Unnamed Drainage Course

Area Draining to}  25-yr. Peak
Drainage Flow Rate,
Course (Ac.) Qi (cfs)
Pre-Project 0.54 1.41
Post-Project 0.51 1.3
% Difference -5.6% -7.8%

Conclusions

The proposed grading and drainage plan is consistent with the City's Storm Water
Management Program (SWMP) design criteria for development on hillsides and the
recommendations of the Preliminary Geologic Investigation by Adam Simmons.

The proposed development will slightly increase the percentage of impervious area;
however, the new storm drain system will divert much of the increased site runoff to the
retention/water quality pond so there is no significant change in storm water runoff from

this site to the neighborhood to the south.

In fact, the proposed retention pond will

reduce the runoff volume to the south for a 25-year storm event.

Penfield & Smith
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February 20, 2008

City of Santa Barbara
Planning Commission
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for all your positive comments during the December 6, 2007 presentation and in
raising the questions regarding your greatest concerns in being able to support the project. We
especially appreciated your opinions to keep the project with the ABR due to the project's
unigue characteristics and history within the process. After the Planning Commission Hearing,
City Staff confirmed that the project would return to the ABR for the NPO findings. Below we
have highlighted what we understood your concerns to be at the December 6" Hearing and
have addressed these concerns accordingly:

1.} No grading / development shall take place on slopes over 30%:

No development is occurring on these steeper slopes. The only ouistanding question we need
feedback from the City on, and which staff has been unable to answer for us is whether solar
installations can be placed on these slopes. Given that they are ideally situated at a 30 degree
angle, placing them directly on these slopes is simple and effective. Also, although State Law
{See attached Exhibit 1 regarding Solar Rights legislation) now restricts local municipalities from
denying solar installations based on aesthetic reasons, we know we can place them in areas
where they will not be visible to any of our neighbors. The roofs of our structures do not face in
the preferred direction for solar (and are not big enough) and the systems (pool, domestic hot
water, and photovoitaic) will not fit into the building envelope. Thus their inclusion is based in
being able to place them on these slopes.

2.) Resolve the Drainage pian including a retention bio-swale:

We have revised and updated our solution with City staff to their satisfaction and have updated
the plan and drainage report created by Penfield & Smith. We have removed the hard pipe to
the unnamed drainage and have created an on-site impermeable retention pond that will
capture all concentrated flow resulting from roof and foundation drains. We pian to pave our
driveway and autc-court beyond the hammerhead turnaround with permeable pavers while still
maintaining the trench drain, bio-swale, and so forth at the top of the driveway to capture runoff
during a 25 year storm event. All areas below our building site will remain as sheet flow as has
historically existed and must remain so due to the lack of a public storm drain system on
Yankee Farm Road, which neighbors have mentioned leads to flooding of the street and their

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.0O. Box 1284, Santa Barbar= 4 02400 805.637.6699

EXHIBIT B
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properties. impermeable areas have been minimized and the pond has been oversized to assist
in this issue as much as possible and per the current Storm water regulations.

3.} The project must connect to City Sewer:

The applicant is fine with the connection to City sewer being a condition of final approval. We
are in negotiations with our westerly neighbor to connect to the sewer main at the end of
Braemar Ranch Lane through a private easement that will be granted across their property and
will allow for connection to the closest City sewer main that is in a gravity flow direction from our
property. A private easement document signed by both parties confirming this agreement and
setting forth its terms will be forthcoming to City Staff.

4.) F.AR. discussion/ clarifications:

Although the minutes from the December 6th hearing (published on-line on February 8, 2008)
state that the board suggests the project return under the 100% maximum FAR. This statement
was not clear during the meeting nor while reviewing the taped proceedings. Also, as the NPO
states in Section 28.15.083, the FAR maximums legally apply only to lofs under 15,000sf in
area. Although the FAR is just a guideline for this property, it was brought to our attention that
we should revisit the calculation methodology due to discrepancies of the site's size and to
determine if the proiect qualifies for a FAR credit for the basement.

We have clarified the size of the site (See Exhibit 2) and it was the larger number between what
the City GIS estimated and the Assessors office stated. This only slightly increased our
guideline FAR #, from 6,358 sf to 6,437 sf. (We also have noticed this discrepancy exists on
many other lots in the neighborhood in the City records, which only goes to show that FAR
comparison percentages given by City Staff at the PC Hearing may have the same level of
inaccuracy. Lots sizes vary between the records, no data is available for net [ots sizes, and the
assessors office is not sure whether the data provided by them is for gross or net values.)

We aiso studied the basement credit rule and found it very easy to meet. We were able to
achieve the basement credit by slightly reducing the amount of linear iength of exposed walls
and increase the amount of buried walls. There was no effect to the grading plan or the need
for any additional retaining walls to manipulate grades around the perimeter of the structure.
The solution ironically increased square footage by 180 sf to achieve compliance with the
language of City regulations as adopted, but at the same time reduced the amount of 2 story
vertically stacking walls from 8% of the project to a mere 4%. (See Exhibit 3)

We are frustrated with City Staff that this credit was not brought to our attention in the DART
process as we believe the initial PC Staff Report would have been drastically different with
respect to the FAR discussion since it brings the same house design from a 140% FAR fo a
103% FAR. Although Staff (and us) are getting up to speed on the fine print in the Single
Family Design Guidelines, this 103% FAR further confirms how much of the house is buried into
the hillside reducing the visual effect of the development.

During adoption of the NPO amendments by City Council on January 15, 2008, Councilmember
Grant House specifically stated that ‘the definitions of basement and cellar subterranean space
not counting towards the computation of net square footage are important, because it
emphasizes that the real concern of the City is the visual impact on the character of the
neighborhood, not particularly the usable size of the space on the inside, especially when such
extra space is hidden from people’s view.' If necessary, we will volunteer to be under 100% of

" guideline if the Commission wants to make it a condition of approval prior to final ABR review.

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.0. Box 1284, Santa Barbara, CA 93102 805.637.6699
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5.) Reduce the Scale of the project: '

This was mentioned as an item by two Commissioners and was combined into the FAR issue in
the minutes. | see them as separate issues In response however, it is important to look at two
critical statistics: (1.)- That our project is five to ten feet below the height limit for the area as can
be seen in the sections on sheet A4. (2.)- That our project has 24% of its exterior wall surfaces
'buried’ according to the rules, 71% of exterior walls are ‘single story' in terms of massing (walls
step at least 5’ between vertical planes), and a mere 5% has '2 story' vertical massing.
(Diagrams of this are attached as Exhibit 4.) These calculations do not inciude the cabana,
which is 51% buried and 49% 1 story. We doubt there are many hillside 2 story projects in the
City of Santa Barbara with scale statistics as visually small as ours.

6.) A physical model has been requested:

We will bring the same model to the March 6 PC hearing that we brought into the ABR hearing
of Dec. 11, 2006. This model is for massing purposes only and does not include materiality or
colors. To be clear, the last time we went to ABR they asked for more 3d visual representations,
not a physical model (which they had already seen.) In response to their comments that the
elevations were confusing, we created the 3d computer models of existing and proposed, which
led to the diagrams and renderings from eye level and realistic vantages that we presented to
you in December and that we look forward to showing them when we return for NPO findings.

We look forward to having another 15 minutes with you to further explain our project and
concentrate more time on the architecture rather than the neighborhood, to facilitate a better
understanding of the passive solar, natural day lighting, energy efficiency and green materials
we seek to incorporate. In his regard, we were happy to note that the time sensitive presentation
that followed ours on December 8, 2007 was by the USGBC on the LEED rating system. Some
of the items they mentioned are important as they relate to our challenges as well: namely that
we are seeking market transformation in our sector by employing materials and methods the
language of which most people here are not yet familiar. We hope that you can show your
support for our efforts by approving our CDP application and sending the project to ABR with
positive comments regarding the NPO findings. We also hope that representatives from this
Commission will follow this project back to the ABR such that intentions are clear and
communication is consistent. '

We would like to conclude in the same language that we ended our Power-point presentation
on December 6, 2007 as it is all still the truth:

1.) We are increasing the amount of privacy and lessoning the visual impact of development
over what exists.

2.) We're improving the drainage infrastructure on the property where previously none existed.
3.) We're dramatically decreasing the fire danger on the property over what has historically
existed.

4.) We're handling all of our grading operations in a balanced manner on site according to the
guidelines to minimize the impact on the local neighborhood and City beyond, and that avoids
visual scarring, maintains low retaining walls, and appears natural when complete.

5.) We're saving the majority of existing mature trees on site and adding new trees at a
replacement rate of 510 1.

6.} We're improving the neglected site vegetation to high fire hazard standards and adding
native and drought tolerant species to minimize water usage.

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.0. Box 1284, Santa Barbara, CA 93102 805.837.6689
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7.) We're creating an architecture and landscape of the highest quality and within the visual
character that Santa Barbara prides itself in.

8.) We're creating a house that is larger than many by number but due to its passive solar
nature, natural day-lighting, green materials, and active solar will be far more energy efficient
than all other homes in the area.

9.) We hope that we're showing that when the spirit of the process is followed proactively, that
the established guidelines work and fulfill their intent.

10.) We believe that we are setting positive precedents for the rest of the neighborhood to
follow.

Sincerely,

Nils Hammerbeck
Architect
Managing Director of Honuakai LLC

Jessica Grant
Senior Planner
Penfield & Smith

CC: Honuakai LLC, 565 Yankee Farm Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93109

Exhibits:

1. State of California Solar Rights Acts

2. Surveyors Certification re: Legal Lot Size

3. Revised ‘Basement Credit' Compliant Floor Plan for reduced Net FAR

4. Calculation data for Subterranean vs. 1 Story vs. 2 Story Wall Massing Statistics

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.O. Box 1284, Santa Barbara, CA 83102 806.637.6699
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HELPFUL
LEGAL REFERENCES FOR SOLAR RIGHTS

SOLAR RIGHTS ACT ~ CIVIL CODE 714

Any covenant, restriction, or condition contained in any deed, contract, security
instrument, or other instrument affecting the transfer or sale of, or any interest in, real
property that effectively prohibits or restricts the installation or use of a solar energy
systemn is void and unenforceable,

SOLAR EASEMENTS - CIVIL CODE 801.5

“Solar easement” means the right of receiving sunlight across real property of another for
any solar energy system. Direct sunlight to a specified surface of a sslar collector, device,
or structural design feature may not be obstracted.

REMOVE MUNICIPAL BARRIERS TO SOLAR - GOVERNMENT CODE 65830.5
Local agencies shall mot adopt ordinances that create unreasonable barriers to the
instatlation of solar energy systems, including, but not linvited to, design review for
aesthetic purposes, and not unreasonably restrict the ability of homeowners and
agricultural and business concerns to install solar energy systems.

SOLAR SHADE CONTROL ACT - PUBLIC RESCGURCES CODE 25980

No person owning, or in control of a property shall allow a tree or shrub to be placed, or,
it placed, to grow on such property, subsequent to the installation of a solar collector on
the property of another so as to cast a shadow greater than 10 percent of the collector
absorption area upon that selar collector surface on the property of another.

PERMIT APPROVAL - HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE 17939.1

A city or county may not deny an application for a use permit to install a solar energy
system unless it makes written findings based upon substantial evidence in the record
that the proposed installation would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public
health or safety, and there is not feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
specific, adverse impact.

PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION - REVENUE AND TAXATION CODE 73

The term “newly constructed,” does not include the construction or addition of any
active solar energy system, thereby creating tax appraisal exclusion.

Exhibit 1- New State of California Codes regarding installation of Solar Systems

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.O. Box 1284, Santa Barbara, CA 983102 805.637.6699
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127 HOLLISTER AVE., SUITE 8SA-A01
GOLETA. CA S3117
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FEBRUARY 1, 2008

MNILS HAMMERBECK, ARCHITECT
STurHo XYZ DINA

P.O. Box 1284

SANTA BarRBARA, CA 93102

BE 965 YANKEE FARM BOADR A PN, 047030005

DEAR MR HAMMERBECK,

AFTER LOOKING AT YOUR QUESTION YOU ARE RIGHT, THERE ARE
SEVERAL AREAS OF RECORD FOR THIS LOT, THE COUNTY TAX ASSESSOR
PLACES IT AT 3.51 ACRES, 152.885.6 SQ.FT. IN THEIR RECORDS, THE CiTY
OF SANTA BARBARA GIS ESTIMATE 1S5 3.51 ACRES 148.296.01 sQ.FT. AND
THE RECORD LEGAL DESCRIPTION, INST. NO. 20050074530 O.R.
CALCULATES OUT AT 3.54 ACRES, OR 154,3680.8 s FT.

AS ANOTE 2.51 X 43.560 = 152.895.6 5O THE TAX ASSESSOR GOT THE
ACREAGE AND THE SQUARE FEET TO MATOCH ON PAPER,

F HAVE ATTACHED THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION, INST, NO. 20050074530
O.R. ALONG WITH CLOSURE CALCULATIONS FOR THE LOT BASED ON THE
DESCRIPTION. | BELUJEVE THE CONFUSION CAME FROM THE CURVES ALONG
THE EAST LINE.
S50 BASED ON THE RECORDED LEGAL DESCRIPTION THE CORRECT AREA IS
3.54 ACRES, ORF 154,360.8 5Q.FT.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS PLEASE FEEL FREE TO CALL ME BOS-403-5331 (CELL).

SINCERFELY

LT A gL

CHRISTOPHER G. GIiLMOUR, PLS 7643

Exhibit 2: Surveyors Certification re: Legal Lot Size

Studio XYZ -dna defining nourishing architecture
P.0O. Box 1284, Santa Barbara, CA 93102 805.637.6699
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Exhibit 3: Revised Lower Level Floor Plan
(Achieves basement credit without changes to grading plans.)
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Exhibit 4 (Part B}- Scale comparison of Subterranean vs. 1 story vs. 2 story wall types
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F.A.R. Calculator

_ Instructicns: Enter the information in the white boxes below. The spreadsheet will calcutate the proposed
FAR {floor area ratio), the 100% max FAR (per the Zoning Ordinance), and the 85% max FAR {pef the
Zoning Ordinance). The Net Lot Area does not include any Public Road Easements or Public Road Right-
of-Way areas. The proposed TOTAL Net Floor Area must include the net floor area of all stories of all

buildings. For further clarification on the definition of net floor area, please refer to the "Project Statistics
Forms for Design Review Projects” handout.

565 Yankee Farm Road

A-t

154,405

6,660

0.04

>= 20,000 sq. ft.

4,430 + (0.013 x lot size in sq. ft.)

GUIDELINE**

0.04

6,437

GUIDELINE**

5,472

GUIDELINE**

6,660

ZPLEASE NOTE: If your project is located on a site with multiple or overlay zones, please contact Planning
Staff to confirm whether the FAR limitations are "Required"” or "Guideline”,

Acreage Conversion Calculator

1.00

43,560

RS Folaves PLAMIHeAdens Tiswgr Fesisin Cbingtd 27 Cakulsta doc
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City of Santa Barbara

California

PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
REPORT DATE: November 28, 2007
AGENDA DATE: December 6, 2007

PROJECT ADDRESS: 565 Yankee Farm Road (MST2005-00759)

TO: - Planning Commission

FROM: ' Planning Division, (805) 564-3470
Jan Hubbell, AICP, Senior Planner
Peter Lawson, Associate Planner

L. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolition of an existing single family residence, with attached carport,
and constructing a new residence with an attached garage. The proposed two-story residence would be
approximately 6,773 square feet with an attached 730 square foot garage and an attached 402 square
foot workshop. Additionally, a swimming pool with a 450 square foot cabana would be constructed
approximately twenty-five feet south of the residence. Approximately 2,945 cubic yards of cut and
2,600 cubic yards of fill would be required for the project. The excess 345 cubic yards would remain
on site. Access to the site would be provided by the existing driveway, which will be repaved and
widened to sixteen feet, once utilities are instalied. A fire hydrant would be installed at the end of a

hammer head turnaround and is part of a fire access and safety plan consistent with Fire Department
requirements,

IL REGUIRED APPLICATIONS

The discretionary application required for this project is:

I. A Coastal Development Permit (CDP2007-00012) to allow the proposed development
in the Jurisdiction of the City’s Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.45.009)

. RECOMMENDATION

The proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and policies of the
General Plan and Local Coastal Plan. However, as discussed in Section VI, staff has concerns about
the size and massing of the project and consistency with the recently adopted Storm Water
Management Program. Therefore, Staff recommends that, with design changes to reduce the size of
the project, the Planning Commission approve the project, making the findings outlined in Section VII
of this report, and subject to the conditions of approval in Exhibit A. The conditions of approval
include direction to the applicant to reduce the size of the project.

EXHIBIT D

1.
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IV, SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A SITE INFORMATION

Applicant: Jessica Grant . Property Owner:  Andreas Von Blottnitz
Parcel Nuinber:  047-030-005 Lot Area: 351 Acres
General Plan: Residential Zoning: A-1/8D-3
Existing Use: Residential Topography: 0% +
Adjacent Land Uses:
North - Residential East - Residential
South - Residential West - Residential

B. PROJECT STATISTICS

Use Existing : Proposed
Living Area 1,798 s.f. 6,773 5.f.
Ciarage 367 5.4 730 5.1,
e Cabana @ 450s.f. &
Accessory Space 975 8.1 Workshop @402 s.£
Total 3,340 s £ 8,355 5.1
FAR- OAOQ:
00% Max FAR 6,358 s.f,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 8_5_..@_91‘".%}4;3_&,?#_\.& O s e O
_Note: The FAR is applied only as a guideline due to the size of the lot being greater than 15,000 s.f.

V.  ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY

Standard Requirement/ Allowance Existing Proposed
Setbacks e e
Lobrom <RSI S NA NA

Interior/Rear 15 Greater than 15 Greater than 15"
Building Height 30 }5 24
Parking 2 spaces/unit 2 spaces 2 spaces
Open Yard 1,250 5.1, Greater than 1,250 s.f. ¢ Greater than 1,250 s.£
Lot Coverage :
-Building N/A 1,798 5.1 1.2% 5,795 8.1 3.9%
-Paving/Driveway N/A 9,500 s.£, 6.4% 17325 .1, 1L7%
-Landscaping N/A 500 s.£ 0.3% 122,196 s.f  82.4%*
(*includes restoration
of the site)

The proposed project would meet the requirements of the A-1 Zone.
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ISSUES

A, DESIGN REVIEW

This project was reviewed by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) on three separate
occastons (meeting minutes are artached as Exhibit D). The ABR also conducted a site visit
prior to the second conceptual review of the project. On June 4, 2007, the ABR continued the
project indefinitely to the Planning Commission with combined comments from the three
meetings. Because the application for design review was submitted prior to the Neighborhood

Preservation Ordinance (NPO) Update adoption, it has remained with ABR for review. -

Overall, the Board appreciaied the applicant's effort to scale down the bulk of the house by
integrating it info the hillside and using landscaping to reduce the profile of the house. A
proposed third story was removed from the plans after the first review of the project. Given the
unique design of the house, the Board continues to struggle to understand the dimensions and
scale of the house. At the last meeting, the Board recommended that a 3-D model be brought to
the next meeting, which will also help the Board understand the green roof,

Several neighbors expressed concern about the size of the house and attended the hearings and
provided fetters to the Board. The concerns were view impacts from above and below the
house, drainage and construction trips.

B. S1ze, BULK AND SCALE OF THE PROPOSED RESIDENCE

Although staff is recommending approval of the project, we have concerns about the size of the
house, given the topographical constraints of the lot. As proposed, the dwelling and associated
accessory development would ocoupy the majority of the 3.51 acre lot that is less than 30%.
The scope of the proposed structures is so great and uses so much of the less sloped areas that it

becomes difficult to meet Storm Water Management Program regulations or the ability to

provide septic service that meets State requitements. Combined with grading of approximately
2,900 cubic yards of cut and 2,600 cubic yards of fill, the total mass of the proposed project is
potentially inconsistent with the guideline goals and requirements stated below.

Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance

Because the lot area is greater than 15,000 square feet, the Floor Area Ratio {FAR) is applied as

“a guideline. Under the guidelines, the 3.5 acre lot would have a FAR of 0.04, which would be a

maximum of 6,358 square feet of total development. As proposed, the project development
would total 8,355 square feet (0.055 FAR), which exceeds the 100% maximum FAR by 1,997
square feet, resulting in a project that is 131% of the guidelines.

The applicant provided on the plans a neighborhood analysis of eleven surrounding homes.
Three homes on three sides of the subject lot were below the 100% maximum FAR. The
remaining homes exceeded the maximum FAR. The development to the north on Campanil
Drive was typically large as it was developed most recently and included a number of
accessory structures, such as stables, guest houses and pool houses. Thus the trend of
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development follows the pattern of the newer homes being larger and the older homes, mostly
found to the south being smaller.

The project site is located within the Hillside Design District Area 1. The City of Santa Barbara
Single Family Residence Design Guidelines states that grading should be limited (o avoid
erosion, visual, and other impacts. Grading for the residence itself is substantially due, in part
to grading into the hill side to reduce the vertical massing of the development. The amount of
cut for the residence is approximately three times the amount of fili, which indicates that the
development is not adequately balanced between cutting and filling, While a larger amount of
cut relative to the fill reduces the visual impacts from upslope, it does not allow the residence to
follow the contours, consistent with the Design Guidelines. The proposed house essentially
"reads"” as a flat-lot house on a steeply sloped site,

The guidelines also state that most reasonably sized development projects should be able to
achieve a project program with less than 250 cubic yards of grading on a property. Only rarely

~do projects need to approach 500 cubic yards of grading, not including grading under the

building footprint, to achieve reasonable development of a property. Since the driveway from
Yankee Farm Road to the proposed residence is fairly long, it is understandable that the grading
to increase the width, consistent with Fire Department requirements, will exceed 500 cubic
yards, however, the site grading will involve approximately 1,300 cubic yards of fill. Much of
this excess fill will be from the cut for the house.

The project is consistent with the guidelines by preserving the slopes greater than 30% and
avoiding grading on those slopes. However, as discussed below, the project is not handling the
increase of runoff on site, but piping to the drainage to the east, because there is no opportunity
to nclude swales or other on grade detention basins on level areas, Additionally, if the inlets
surrounding the house should clog or backup, then the overland flow would spill over the 30%
slopes and cause erosion.

A development of this size, with a number of windows and sky lights, will also cause light
pollution if the lighting is not carefully planned. Lighting for single family homes is usually
proposed for security reasons, and can be designed in a way that it does not affect neighboring

- properties, but becomes more of a challenge with larger homes. Both the design guidelines and

Chapter 22.75, Outdoor Lighting, state that light fixtures for landscape, recreation, or building
lighting should not emit undesirable light rays, either directly or indirectly through reflection,
into the night sky. Such lighting could create sky glow, which is inconsistent with rural

residential areas. The large central skylight, in particular, could contribute night-time light
pollution.

Drainage
The project is not fully complying with the Storm Water Management Program {(SWMP),

Under the SWMP, which became effective in July of this year, two components of runoff must
be addressed. One is to address all pollutants from a site, including sediment, and the other
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component is to address the increased runoff of the additional development of a site. Therefore
the first inch of'a twenty-five year storm shall be retained on site (Attachment E).

The applicant has provided a bio-swale down slope of the motor court to clean surface runoff
before it ends in the natural drainage to the cast. However, the majority of the runoff from the
impermeable surfaces, such as the roof and patios is being directed by pipe to the base of an

unnamed drainage located to the east of the project, inconsistent with the SWMP requirements
to retain on site.

As stated in the SWMP, there are two options for handling increased storm water retention on
site. The preferred option is on the surface with swales or other structures and, if that is not
feasible, then a below grade structure is the next option. The applicant's geotechnical engineer
has stated concerns with the steep soils and poor soils as the reason that piping to the drainage
channel s the only option. However, with the large amount of development occupying the
relatively flat areas, there is no opportunity to install any swales or other detention facilities that
would allow a slow release of storm water. Given the sustainability goals of the project, the
proposed large landscaped areas and the size of the lot, staff continues to encourage the
applicant to provide solutions that will comply with the SWMP requirements.

Built Green Santa Barbara Checklist

Since the proposed project would result in over 4,000 net square feet of building area on the
site, it must meet or exceed the standards for a two-star rating under the Santa Barbara
Contractor Association’s Built Green Program. A self certified checklist (Attachment F) must

‘be provided as part of the building permit submittal. The checklist ties in a number of City

policies and requirements, some of which are described above. For example, under Section
Two of the checklist, the project must meet California water efficiency and applicable storm
water/site development requirements, which is incorporated in the SWMP. This would include,
but is not limited to, handling all increased runoff on site and not piping it off site.

Under Section Five of the checklist, Materials Efficiency, recycling of material is discussed.
Recycling and reusing can include using the portions of the existing dwelling in the proposed
dwelling, where appropriate. Also, under reusing, it could include using the existing parking
areas, rather than grading an additional length of driveway to a larger motor court upsiope of
the existing house. :

To summarize, by reducing the horizontal massing and the vertical massing, grading will be
reduced by both taking advantage of the more level areas for drainage and other garden features
and the house will not have to be "dug in" to reduce the apparent height. Additionally,
oceupying a smaller footprint will reduce the visual impacts both in the day time and at night.

C. COMPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN anND LocCAL COASTAL PLAN

The project site is located within Component 1 (Western City Limit to Arroyo Burro Creek) of
the Coastal Zone and is identified as the Campanil Area under the General Plan. The project is
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appealable to the Coastal Commission due to being within 100 feet of an unnamed drainage
located (o the east. This area of Santa Barbara abuts Hope Ranch to the west and begins with
bluff top development on smaller lots near the ocean and ends with hillside development on

larger lots to the north. Development issues in this area include drainage from steep slopes,
visual impacts and services.

The project vicinity is mostly served by City sewer; however, there are some lots, including the
project site, that are still served by septic systems. The applicant is proposing to connect to the
City sewer system, which will require obtaining an easement from a neighboring property.
Should obtaining an easement fail, the applicant would depend on an on site septic system.
Given the size of the development, it is unlikely that there would be available area to install a
new onsite septic system that would be consistent with the Regional Water Quality Contro!
Board requirements. The Regional Board requirements include, but are not limited to, placing
disposal sites 100 feet or more away from slopes of 30%, soil tests to determine the percolation
rates and a tank capacity based upon the number of bedrooms. Because these requirements are
based upon health and safety considerations, the Beard would not waive these requirements.
Therefore, a significant redesign and relocation of the proposed development would be
necessary. The applicant understands this issue and is confident that they will be able to obtain
the necessary easements. Finally, access to the site would be provided by the existing driveway.
However, it will be increased in width to sixteen feet to accommodate the Fire Department
regulations.

While the project site is farge, it is constrained by steep slopes and mature vcgetatmn Both the
(eneral Plan and the Local Coastal Plan state that projects with a high erosion potential shall
include re-vegetation provisions and implement erosion control procedures during construction.
As discussed above, staff has concerns about the project being consistent with the Storm Water
Management Program due, in part, to the fact that the majority of the development occupies the
more level areas of the lot. By occupying the flat areas for the house, the ancillary development
that is required would be placed on the steeper slopes.

D. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed project is determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality

Act {CEQA) section 15303, New Censtruction or Conversion of Small Structures. This section
is applicable to the construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or
structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the
conversion of existing small structures from one use to ancther where only minor medifications
are made in the exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures described in this section are
the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include, but are not
limited to a single-family residence, such as what is being proposed.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS

The Planning Commission finds the following:

A.

Exhibits:
Conditions of Approval

mmoaEe

Site Plan

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SBMC §28.45.009)

1.

The project is consistent with the policies of the California Coastal Act.

The project site is in a transitional zone. To the north of the site, the housing
development is large with a number of accessory siructures on large lots, but to
the south the dwellings are smaller, with less accessory structures all on smaller
lots. Thercfore, while the project exceeds the Neighborhood Preservation
Ordinance guidelines for size, it is similur in size to the development on some

. sides of the lot. With input from the appropriate design review board the project

could be found consistent with the policies of the California Coastal Act.

The project is consistent with all applicable policies of the City's Local Coastat

Plan, all applicable implementing guidelines, and all applicable provisions of the
Code.

Subject to the conditions of approval, the project could meet the policies. The
conditions of approval provide direction (o the applicant to be consistent with
the SWAP. The applicant has adequate access to the site, with the provision to
improve the driveway.

The project is consistent with the Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200)
Policies of the Coastal Act regarding public access and public recreation.

There are no public trail easements on the subject lot, nor is the site located
adjacent Io any open public space that would necessitate obiaining access.
Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with this finding,

Applicant's letter, dated November 27, 2007

ABR Minutes June 4, 2007, December 11, 2006; & June 4, 2006
Storm Water Management Program pages 68 & 69

Built Green Santa Barbara Checklist
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City of Santa Barbara
Planning Commission
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 83101

Honuakai Residence, 565 Yankee Farm Roa&
APN 047-030-005 (MST2005-00759)

Subject:

Dear Planning Commissioners:

On behalf of the owner, Honuakai LiC, we are pleased (o submit the proposed project, which
involves demolition of the existing single family residence and constiuction a new residence
at 365 Yankee Farm Road. The discretionary permit requested for the project is a Coastal
Development Permit due to « portion of the project site being focated within 100 feet of an
unnamed drainage course in the Appealable Jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone, Neighborhcod
Preservation Ordinance Findings are required to. prior to project approval by the Single
Family Residential Design Review Board.

Projeet Location and Description: :

The project site is located between the Campanit and Braemar neighborhoods of the City and
is accessed from a private driveway at the terminus of Vankee Farm Road at 565 Yankee
Farin Road (APN 047-030-005). This subject site is a landlocked parcel with no public street
frontage and is surrounded by single family residences (County zoned property to the east
and south of property).

The 3.51 acre lot is currently developed with 2 2,773 square foot single-family residence
was constructed in 1964 and a 567 square foot carport. The praposed project involves
demolishing an existing single family residence and carport and constructing a new 6,773 net
square foot residence with an atiached 730 net square foot parage and an aftached 402 net
square foot workshop. Additionally. a swimming pool with a 430 net square fool cabanz
waould be constructed approximately twenty-five feetl south of the residence. The proposed
development on the property represents a floor area ratio of less than six percent.  The
property is zoned A-1/SD-3, Sinple Family Residential with a Coastal Zone Overlay

{majority of property is within the non-appealable jurisdiction of the coastal zone) and has a

General Plan designation of one unit per acre. Based on slope density caleylations. the
minimum jot size is 3 acres.

Neighborhood Context: The lot is the oldest Iot on record in the Campanil district of the
general plan, the deed dating back to 1886, Al surrounding sub~division of property
occwrred around this site. It is now a 3.5 acre land-locked hillside parcel with no public street
frontage and is situated at the end of a 1.200 foot long private driveway that extends [23
vertical feet up a slope from thie lower neighborheod. and shares access on a public road
without storm drain system, sewer system, sidewalks, street lights, etc, actually only being

EXHIBIT C
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paved 127 wide. in a remote part of the City’s fabric. The separation from our closest
neighbors is in the following amounts:

Location Horizoental Distance Elevation Difference
MNearest (o the South 485" 1257 lower

Roughly same elevation

. . ey
Nearest 1o the West 210 (separated by prove of trees)
Nearest to the North 650" 70 higher

Nearest to the East 6207 O™ Tower

The property Has five direct neighbers, which represent a land area of some 26 acres. Compared with 20% of
other areas in the City, these distant but direct ncighbors have the same land area as entire City blocks in
places like the Mesa, the Bungalow District, or the Riviera. In terms of public views, the project is not visible

from the North or West and is visible from great distances o the East and South. in terms of private views,

the old house is in a more visible location from surrounding properties than the proposed house. The property
is simifar in size and neighborhood context with the Cstates of the Campanil development to the North, but is
accessed through the smalier one acre lots of Braemar Rarnch to the South, The existing site has a house on it,
built in 1965, prior to 95% of the neighborhood surrounding it today. Thus, almost all neighbors have grows
up within the shadow of the existing house, which is 80" long and 20-25" high and sits at the very front edge
of the site,

Remodel vs New: The existing house has exposed under stories, cantilevers, and overhangs all made of dry

~ flammable wood. 1t has single pane windows, no insulation, and would ot PSS 2Ry current reviews or

codes. bullding or planning. Also. the site was not graded well in 1965, and did not avoid visible searring angd
tall refaining walls. Based on the poor condition of the existing structure, its location at the front loorming
edge of the property, and the changed neighborlood conditions since it was built in 1965, the decision was
made {o relocate the new structure to an area more central to the site as a whole and dig it in to minimize
mass/bull/scale issues.  This relocation has been supporied by the ABR, Planning Diviston, and Fire
Department since project inception.

The Propoesed Architecture and Site Design: The discussions with the client, from the onget, focused on
creating a high quality, artistic, handicap accessible, two level home to stay in his family for generations. He
wanted it to be inspired by both its immediate site and its location in Santa Barbara and be integrated with the
rhythms of nature, built in a passive solar, sustainable, and energy efficient manner, and that restored the site
1o the natural feel that existed pricr to the existing development and embraced all of the spirit and intent of the
Hillside Design Guideiines,

We have created a project that is uniquely site specific, and dramatically increases the amount of privacy

- between our structure and those of the neighbors, [t merges architecture with landscape, is proposed 1o be

built of non-flammable alternative ‘green’ wmaterials rather than wood frame construction, and avoids
mechanical air-conditioning systems typical of other houses. in favor of natural ventilation and a thermal
chimney element.  The materials and design emphasize passive solar techniques including maximizing
daylighting and thermal mass, and energy use is supported by active solar and wind systems in an effort to
reach a zero energy project. The hydronic floor heating system is individually zoned per room and also
supported by solar hot water generation,

In terms of statistics. 75% of exterior walls have one story massing {walls separated by at feast 5' of

~ horizontal stepping), 17% of walls are buried completety in the ground {placing largest retaining wails under

the house), and a mere 8% having two story massing. The new home presenis far less two story massing fo
the South than the existing one, and steps the massing back as opposed to the cantilevered massing that exists
now.
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in terms of landscaping, it remediates farge portions of the undeveloped site to native landscaping within City
High Fire guidelines and will help control erosion through the addition of deep rooted plants, as

-recommended by the Engineering Geologist. Of the 99 existing trees with trunks over 47 diameter, few are

being removed and cight are being refocated due to the changes to the driveway required of the project. The
existing large slands of mature wees on the East and West edges of the site are to. An additional
approximately 75 trees are being added (o increase privacy from neighbors on all sides, mostly to the South
and Notth. Additionally, to minimize the apparent size of the house to what few neighbors exist to the North,
50% of roof top areas have extensive green roofs . which have added benefits in terms of insutaling roofs,
avoiding excessive run-off, and maintaining natural habitat for the species we share the site with, Lasty,
unlike the majority of neighbors, o perimeter fence is being proposed. The enly exception will be a five foot
wrought iron fence as required to surround the pool area, and as noted on sheet L],

We analyzed the closest 10 lots (over 36 acres in area). In terms of FAR. we are proposing an FAR that will
be average for the neighborhood. The proposed FAR is only 1.3% larger than the guidefine FAR in the new
ordinance, The property’s buildable envelope (areas less than 30% stope) amounts to 61,500 square fest or
+1% of lot area. Subtracting from this envelope the areas along the entry driveway and zlong the old road cut
in the site’s northwest portion where development is unpractical, the usable envelope is still 42,650 square

feet, of which the proposed structures occupy a mere 17% {(7.050 sf). There are no public easements on the
lot. therewith gross lol arer is the same as net,  We believe there are no issues in regards 1o an
overuse/overbuilding of the lot. (OF note: 82% of City SFR lots are less than 13,000s1, and of the 12% over

"15,000sf . the average ot area is 41,160sf, which iz still Tess than our envelope size.)

In tevms of grading, no quantity limits are discussed in any guidelines for lots over 15,000 sf. The property is
located in the Hiilside Design District and has an average slope of 32 percent,  The slope of the proposed
building envelope area ranges from ten to- thinty percent with a smal! portion exceeding thirty percent. The
portion of the siope that is within the thirty pereent area is due to the cut slope of an existing dirt rond (dates
back to the 1880s). We have followed the guidelines by digging the home into the slope, creating the
majority of cut under the footprin, maintaining neighborhood patterns in terms of garage placement on the
North side, eliminated under-stories, stepped the structure with the hillside to crease alternating one and two
story elements and roof forms, and have done all while aveiding visible scarring, maintaining natural locking
contours., and balancing all material on site, thus avoiding export by means of truck trips through the
neighbarhood and City. Additionally, all retaining walls are under allowed maximum heights, are undulating,
foliowing topography. and surfaced with stone. Simply stated, reducing grading can be achieved by pulling
the house more out of the hill with the allernate affect of increasing visibility/ mass/ bulk/ and scale and
separating the interior living spaces from exterior ones. Estimated grading for the project is the following:

Under the main residence: L.270 ey of cut and 460 cy of ilt
Under the pool and cabana: 2535 ey of cutand 110 cy of fill

Site grading: (45 ¢y of cut and 1,345 ¢y of A1
Access road up to required Mammerhead: 633 cy of cut and 683 cy of fill
Additional driveway and new autocourt: 620 oy of cut and O cv of fill

Grand Total: 1,943 cy of cut and 2,600 cy of fil1%

(*Difference is Grading Engineers estimate of shrinkage. Intent is that ali material 1o be balanced on site.}

The proposed grading and drainage plan is consistent with the City’s Storm Water Management Program
{(SWMP) design criteria for development on hillsides. As discussed in the Engineering Genlogy Report. the
site’s topsoil is clay with underlying Monterrey Shale and is highly erosive. In order to protect the slope from
erosion and to maintain siope stability, and because Yankee Farm Road and the 2asement that connects the
stie 1o it has no storny drain system, the proposed drainage will collect storm water from the house. motor
court and accessory structure and convey it to & drainage pipe that will outlet to an unnamed dratnage channel

~located on the northeast side of the property, The runoff from the motorcourt will be collected Fem a Lrench

drain and will be released into a bioswale for filtering before entering the storm drain. A filter will be
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installed in the catch basin near the proposed turnaround driveway area to prevent pollutants from entering the
channel. Ungrouted riprap will be used as an energy dissipater at the outlet of the storm drain. The water that
is released (o this channel will pereclate into the soi] before reaching any body of water. In heavy storm
events, the water in the channe! will eventually go info a storm drain, that eventually outlets to the ocean,

The rest of the site dralnage that is not related to the proposed development will continue 1o drain via sheet

flow. Additional native or drought tolerant vegetation will be added to the property’s slope to further stabilize
it.

Neighbor Review: Neighborhood opposition to the project has lessened over time. At the first ABR hearing,
it was contentious as the development notice posted on site ncorrectly stated three story construction,
although technically one story of that was completely below grade. After the first ABR, when neighbors
actually saw what we were proposing, opposition cahmed down. We met with the neighborhooed asscciation
directly prior to the 2" ABR meeting to expiain our concepts to them directly, showed them a physical model,
and heard their concerns. Most of the people that participated lived on Yankee Farm Road and were
concerned with the construction traffic that would result and how it would affect their nasrow rond. When we
described the project in terms of balanced cut and fili, increased privacy due to location and additional trees,
and construction materisls and methods that would cut six months out of typical construciion times, most
neighbors just wanted to be invited to the completion party.

Constal Development Permit (CDP): It is our understanding that in order io approve a CDP, the Planning
Commission must determine that the proposed project is consistent with the California Coastal Act palicies
and with all applicable policies of the City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and all implementing guidelines.

The project is located In Component One of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan ("LCP"). which suetches from
the city’s westerly boundary. adjacent to Hope Ranch, east to Arroyo Burro Creek, and extending infand 1000
vards. Major Coastal [ssues in Component One include: hazards related to fire services and seacliff retreat,
maintenance of views along CHIF Drive; and lateral access along the beach below the biuffs. The subject
property is not located on the coastal bluff and thus, does not pose any beach access or seacliff retreat issues.
The preperty cannot be seen from Las Positas or CIfT Drive (see Site Visibility Analysis in plan set). The site-
is visible from portions of the swrrounding Braemar Ranch housing tract (mainly private views as the housing
tract does not have any public sidewalks) and can be seen from certain sections of the Douglas Family
Preserve and from Elings Park. Note that the distance of the project site from Douglas Family Preserve and
from Elings Park is approximately a mile to a mile and a half away and the existing mature vegetation on site
and elsewhere shields it from view. Because the project involves demolition of the existing residence and
- construction of a new residence, the visual change to the site and surrounding neighborhood is negligible, iff
not improved over the historical precedent due o the design approach.

With respect to hazards related to fire services. the current residence does not meet current high-fire
construction requirements and the existing twelve foot driveway does not meet current fire access
requirements, Discussions with City of Santa Barbara Fire Department StafT, Janaki Wilkinson and Joe Poire,
ocetirred early in the design phase of this project to ensure the proposed development wouid comply with the
curent fire sccess and tfe safery requirements. The proposed residence will be sprinklered and will consist
of primarily non combustible materials on the exterior exposures. The driveway will be widened 10 16 feet
- and a hammerhead will be incorporated into the driveway design, at the first possible tocation due 10 slopes,
to comply with the City of Santa Barbara’s Fire Department requiretnents (See plan set for Fire Access
Compliance). A new residential hydrant will be located near the hammerhead and, within 500 fect. will be
. able to circurmmavigate the residence, T'he hydrant will be equipped with one fowr-inch and one two and a half
inch outlet and the flow will be at feast 750 GPM. The existing and proposed landscaping will also meet the
Five Depariment’s High Fire Landscaping/Brush requirements. Overall, the proposed proiect will be a vast
improvement in terms of overall fire and life safety of the property.
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Conclusion:

The spirit and intent of the Hillside Design Guidelines are understandable in terms of the desire w0 protect the

Ciry’s visual character and the neighborhoods that make it so beautiful. We have sincerely made every effort
to both maximize privacy and scenic views for the property and surrounding properties and have attempted to

increase the positive values of those factors over what has historically existed. In the end a projeet must not

only satisfy City and neighbor concems from the outside but must also function and Hive well from the inside,

per the ownesr’s programmatic and emotional needs. Thousands of hours of design and technical analysis by .
our project team have yielded a project that achieves all of these goals. We hope that you can make the

required project findings and recommend for project approval,

Sincerely,

Nils Hammerbeck Jessica W. Grant
_ Nils Hammerbeck Jessica W, Grant

Architect Senior Planner

Client Representative Penfield & Smith

Managing Director of Honuakai LLC

cc. Honuakai LLC, 565 Yankee Farm Road, Santa Barbara, CA $310%

Exhibits:

I Timeline of Project and Efforts

2. Review of ABR Comments and Responses

3. Comparisen of Honuakai Project to 3427 Sea Ledge Lane Project
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Exhibit 1: Timeline of Project and Efforts

Augunst 2005- Property is on the market and considered by client- City Planning and Zoning Files, Street
Files, Archives, and Planning Process aie researched. Fire Chief is brought to site for questions regarding fire
ATCESS,

September 2005~ Property is purchased: design concepting and property/neighborhood analysis begins.

January 2006- Designer travels to Andalucta, Spain to sez firsthand the roots of Santa Barbara's adopted

design style.

May 10, 2006- Project submitied for ARR Review (after +/- 700 hours of study)
June 19,2006- ABR Review #1- Concepts

November 13, 2006- ABR Resubmittal (afier +/- 400 hours of further study)
Drecember 7, 2006- Meeting with Braemar Ranch Neighborhood Association
December 11, 2006- ABR Site Visit Tor Story Pole Review & ABR Meeting #2
Mureh 14, 2007- DART Submittal #1

March 22, 2(!57- Planning Stafl visits the Site

Aprit 11, 2007- DART response- Application deemed incomplete

April 17, 2007- Development Application Review Team Meeting #1

May 1, 2007- City of $B: adopts new NPO Ordinance

May 18, 2007- DART R:esubmittai #2 (updated drawing package)

June 4, 2007- ABR Review #3 (after +/- 300 hours additional study)

June 14, 2007- DART Response #2- Application deemed incomplete due 1o adoption of new Ordinance.
June 19, 2007- Development Ap;}ﬁcation Review Team Meeting #2

July 2007- City Planning publishes final draft of revised SFR Design Guidelines based on NPO adopted in
May. (It is discovered that none of required additional information from DART #2, is actuaily required for

lots of this size.)

September 5, 2007- DART Resubmittal #3- (verbal cormments and responses only)

‘October 10, 2007- DART Response #3- Project application deemed compiete.

December 6, 2007- Planning Commission Hearing
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Exhibit 2: Review of ABR Comments and Responses:

* (June 19, 2006) The majority of the board is comfortable with the relocation of the building pad
to the proposed lecation.
e (June 19, 2006) The radial design is creative and inspired.

What we adjusted afier the first review.

o Created consistent architecture out of what was presented as a concept,

o Changed the grading concept to one that became a restoration of the existing
development and avaided touching slopes greater than 30%

o Constructed story poles and conducted an ABR site visit,

o Changed the roof slopes (o run paralle! to the contours,

o Softened some of the projecting wings. : :

o Eliminated the stepping two story massing that had been deemed three story space due to : "
the basement that is fully below natural grade. ‘

o Significantly reduced the amount hardscape in the motor court by eliminating the

designated guest parking and minimizing the area for three car parking and twnaround.

o Hired a landscape architect to create a thoughiful approach to restoring the natural
landscape and using natural materials.

o Hired an engineering geologist to analyze slope stability and give recommended
construction methods.

o Hired a civil engineer to work closed with the engineering geologist and produce a
grading and drainage plans and hydrological analysis accordingly.

o  Met with the Fire Department to ensure project design was mecting access and fire safety
requirertients.

o Resecarched the alternate sustainable specifications of materials and products fo build the

house with,

Provided more information and analysis of the neighborhood as well as more refined

elevations, reof pian, and 3d modeling, '

(]

@ (December 11, 2006) After conducting a site visit, the board finds that the project is moving in
the right direction in terms of nestling into the hillside terrain. :

¢ (December 1. 2606) The pool house portions are well integrated into the site. The stone walls
and the re-establishment of the more natural looking topography helps to better integrate the
architecture, especially as seen from below.

e (December [ 1. 2006) The main residence design works with the billside design guidelines where
it digs into the hill on the North.

o (December 11, 2006) The board appreciates the reduction in height from the previeus scheme
and acknowledges tiat the third story has been eliminated.

*  (December 1. 1006) The naturalization and restoration of the Hillside landscape is apprecinted,
The native grass themes and the introduction of additional trees to the south are beneficial to
the neighborhocod,

Whai we adjusted after the second review.
co  Adjusted design w smoothen irregularity between conitemporary natwre of plan and

traditional nature of skin as suggested. '

o Studied darker, natural color schemes for the massing to soften its visibility on the
hillside, but doing so in a way that reflects heat on the west and absorbs it on the east.

o Created diagrams and clarified Hghting concerns in relation to the landscape and the entry
atrium of the house.

o Lowered the plate heights of the southern projecting wing and massaged the contours at
the base.
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o Created detailed grading, drainage, erosion control, and fire access plans by a licensed
Civil Engineer all in conformance with City Departments and Engineering Geologist
recommendations

o Added more trees to the north slope areas of the property,

® {June 4. 2007) The Board appreciates the introduction of additional trees fa the north of the
building so that the structure does not present a skyline silhouette, thus lielping mask the
apparent mass/ bull/ and seale.

* (June 4, 2007) The board appreciates the applicant continuing to look for inspiration in the
Hiliside Design Guidelines and hill-town type architecture.

Therewith, the only unresolved comment from ABR, aside from requestiitg more 3-d representations,
pertains to their dissatisfaction with the location of the proposed solar arrays ou the green roof atop the
buried garage. Active solar arrays for both plotovoltaic and domestic hot water systems are proposed
to be included at the main residence. A pooi solar system is planned near the pool house. The details of
these systems will be studied further when we begin construction drawings, which will confirm how
many solar arrays the house will require and what the best location for maximum efficiency will be, It
is hoped that the City appreciates the inclusion of both the passive and active solar aspects of the
project, regardless of their eventual location,



A I LS T

Page 9 of O

Exhibif 3; Comparison of Honuakai Project to 3427 Sea Ledge Lane Project

Per Planning Division’s request, we have reviewe

disparities below:

3417 Sea Ledge Lune:

565 Yankee Farm Road:.

Site Area: +/- 235,000 sf,
{Contention in FAR cales re: net v gross lot
area due to private driveway serving other lots)

+/- 150,000 sf,
(No private or public easements on site, no
comention in FAR calculation methods)

Propesing fargest FAR in the neighborhoad

Proposing average FAR in the neighborhood

Sensitive Coastal Bluff site with serious issues
re: erosion controt along bluff edge, coastal
commission findings. ete

Not a sensitive site, at far back edge of Coastal
Zone

Building Envelope smaller than proposed
footprint of structures.

Butlding envelope = 61,500 square feet,
footprints of structures takes up only 11% of
envelope,

Parking issues exist due to shared access road
with neighbors

Shared access ends 1,200 feet below property,
driveway {o property serves only the property

Multiple modifications sought to increase
envelope size

No such modifications sought

Making an existing house w/ illegal additions
cven bigper -

Tearing down the existing house due to its non-
conformance with today’s standards

Board concerned with amount of usable open
space

Acres of usable open space. though site is
restored fo native state- no sod or large
recreational spaces suggested other than poc

Multipfe neighbors with close proxiniity to
project, Itensity of use questioned. '

Closest neighbors are 2107 to West, 485° (o
South. 630° to North, and 620° 1o East- no
proximity to neighbors. horizontaily or
vertically, No intensity of use has yet been
questioned.  Only visible aspect of property
would be exterior rooflines.

Existing & proposed site appears overbuilt

Existing  site  under-built  compared to
neighborhood, proposed nestles into landscape.
Owner looked a long time for an appropriate
site that would meet his goals. while still be
compatible with the neighborhoed and City
design guidelines and regulations.

Site  envelope constrained by setbacks,

| Encroachments saught.

No  constraints  exist regarding property
setbacks. No encroachmenis necessary,

d the recommended recording of the Planning Commission
hearing from June 7, 2007 regarding 3427 Sea Ledge Lane, and have outlined the project simifarities and
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Public comment opened at 6:03 p.m. and, as no one wished to speak, public comment was closed,

Motion; Preliminary Approval of the project with the finding that the Neighborhood
Preservation Ordinance criferia have heen met as stated in Subsection 22.68.860 of
the City of Santa Barbara Municipal Code and return to the Full Board with the
comment that the applicant is to provide a color board.

*Action: Sherry/Blakeley, 7/0/0. Motion carried. (Manson-Hing absent.)

CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

5. 565 YANKEE FARM RD ' A-1/SD-3 Zone
Assessor’s Parcel Number:  047-030-005
Application Number: MST2005-00759
Owner: Homuakai, LL.C
Agent; Jessica Grant
Designer: Nils Hammerbeck

(Proposal to demolish the existing 2,773 square foot single-family residence and attached carport and
construct a new 7,190 square feet two-story single-family residence and attached 750 square foot three- -
car garage and 500 squarc foot pool cabana and new swimming pool. Project requires Neighborhood
Preservation Ordinance findings for grading over 500 cubic yards and for all structures on site to exceed
6,500 square feet in the Hillside Design District and a Coastal Development Permit.

{Third Céncept Review.)
(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT,
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION ORDINANCE FINDINGS, AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT.)
(6:08)
Present: Nils Hammerbeck, Designer. Peter Lawson, Project Planner, City of Santa Barbara.
Public comment opened at 6:21 p.m. Chair Wienke read two letters expressing concern:

The following people spoke with concerns about the project:

Patricia Foley, President, Braemar Ranch Homeowners Association: grading, hill destabilization, cupola
height and lighting; welcomes the earth tone color,

' Bénjamin Bollag: privacy, lighting, grading, loss of views,

Public comment closed at 6:24 p.m.

EXHIBIT b
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Mation:

Action:

Continued indefinitely to the Planning Commission with the following comments:

h

2

3)
4)

Comment #1 from the meeting of *12/11/2006 was carried forward: *1) The solar
installation, while well intended. is not integrated with the green sod roof over the
buried garage. Integrate the solar with the architecture in a location less obvicus to
the neighbors above.

The Board appreciates the introduction of additional trees to north of the building so
that the structure does not present a skyline silhouette, thus helping mask the
apparent mass, bulk, and scale of the house,

The applicant should look for inspiration in the City’s Hillside Design Guidelines.
The Board recommends returning with more 3-D representations and showing the
“areen roof” areas.

Zink/Mudge, 7/0/0. Motion carried. (Manson-Hing absent.)

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

3 814 ORANGE AVE } R-3 Zone
' Assessor’s Parcel Number:  037-024-007
Application Number: MSF2006-00437
Owner: Mariz De Jesus Rodriguez

Designer: : _
(Proposal for a new two story 3,766 square foot duplex including two single car garages and.two
“uncovered parking spaces. The proposal includes demolition of the existing 1,190 square foot single-
family residence and 482 square foot detached garage on the 5,625 square foot lot. Modifications are
requested for the uncovered parking spaces to be located in the interior yard setbacks. )

AM Design

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND
STAFF HEARING OFFICER APPROVAL OF MODIFICATIONS.)

(6:46)

Present:

Carlos Amare, Architect,

Public comment opened at 6:58 p.m. and, as no one wished to speak, public comment was closed.

Mation:

Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer with the following comments:

1

2)

3)

4)

3)

The modification poses no negative aesthetic impact, and its location off
Wentworth Avenue is supportabie,

Study the use and number of cupolas in size, bulk, scale and appropriateness. Most
Board members prefer a reduction in the number of cupolas., A majority believe the

- middle cupola s appropriate.

Study the use of siding and stucco materials to relate to the volume and mass. The
Board prefers not changing from one material to another at corners as indicated on
the plans.

Study uc;mg natural materials, such as bricks or stone for chzmneys One Board
member is concerned with the added height of the galvanized chimney flues.
Examine for possible alternative solutions,

Study the rear entry gates from the uncovered parking, as it appears too close to the
parking stall. One suggestion is to move the gates toward front of the houses.
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(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP FOR
CONDOMINIUMS.)

(4:10)
Justin Van Mullem, Agent; Keith Nolan, Architect, present.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Staff Hearing Officer, and return to the Fell Board with the
foliowing comments: 1) The site plan for the infill is appropriately scaled for the
neighborhood, presenting a narrow building frontage to streets, and provides a full-width
single-story covered porch. 2} The Craftsman style of Buildings A and B are successful.
Provide similar Craftsman style on the Building C. 3) Restudy the detailing of the porch
raiting of Building, A. 4) The west facing gable roof on Building A appears to be more
massive and out of style with the Dutch-gabled roof. Restudy to lower the roof and
chimney height. Restudy the gable end vent on the south street elevation of Unit A.
5) Use carriage doots throughout the project. 6) The proposed driveway entry elements
are good identifiers for the project. 7) Provide a fandscape plan.

Action: Wienke/Mudge, 7/0/0.

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

3. 565 YANKEE FARM RD A-1/8D-3 Zone

Assessor's Parcel Number:  (47-030-005 '

Application Number: MST2005-06759

Applicant:  Nils Hammerbeck

Owner: Honuakai L.I.C
(Proposal for a new 6,304 three-story single-family residence, a 1,300 square foot attached garage, and a
500 square foot detached accessory structure. The existing 2,773 square foot single-family residence on
the 3.51 acre lot will be demolished. Cut and fill grading wil! be balanced on-site. This project requires
approval of a Coastal Development Permit. A Modification is requested for the garage to exceed 750
square feet,)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND
PLANNING = COMMISSION APPROVAL OF NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION
ORDINANCE FINDINGS.)

(4:38)

Nils Hammerbeck, Agent and Designer; and Andreas Von Bloinitz, Client, present,
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Public comment opened at 5:01 p.m.

Ms. Brodison, Planning Technician, summarized letters or emails submitted by the residents expressing

- their concern of the proposed project’s non-conformance with NPO, neighborhood size, bulk, character
incompatibility, scale, driveway, motor court grading, visibility, accessibility, design issues, location on
ridge, drainage. crosion, and hiilside stabilization problems. The residents request installation of third-
story poles. Letters were submitted by following residents: Bill Cooper, agent for Tony and May
Sences; Jana Young: Lori Rafferty; Robert and Margaret Nichaus; Jean Schuyler; Patricia Foley; Mark
Fell; Norma Young; Patricia Marquart. :

M. Bill Cooper, Agent for Tony and Mary Sences. Mr. Cooper relayed comments and concerns to the
Board. Concern regarding the loss of privacy, the amount of paving at the motor court, hazardous aceess
to property, a request for story peles installation, and the house should be located in the middie of the
site to minimize grading quantities and to shield it from neighboring properties,

Ms. Patricia Foley, neighbor, expressed concern regarding the mass, bulk, size and scale of the proposed
project’s effect on the existing rural neighborhood.

Mr. Gill Barry, neighbor, expressed concern regarding the amount of opposition to the proposed
project’s non-conformance with the General Plan, NPO, and Hillside Design Guidelines,

Public comment closed at 5:17 p.m.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to the Full Board with the following comments:
1} The Board will conduct an organized site visit with the applicant. The applicant shall
stake major corners of structure with one and two-story poles. 2) The majority of the
Board is comfortable with relocation of the building pad to the proposed location, 3) The
majority of the Board is concerned with the amount and location of the proposed fill after
excavation has occurred.  The grade as depicted is not in keeping with the natural
typography., Work toward concept grading plans to accompany the submittal. 4) The
radial design is creative and inspired; however, sofien some of the projecting wings.
5) The roof slopes run against the natural topography which is not in keeping with good
hillside design. 6) Eliminate the third story wall planc that faces south by manipulating
the top floor. There is concern about the amount of hardscape and timpacts that the large
motor court is having on the proposed location of the residence. 7) The Board is fooking
for permeable paving and natural materials to ground the house. 8) The landscape should
appear natural, and should create a buffer between the proposed residence and
neighboring properties. 9) Refine the Fire Department aceess to minimize the amount of
hardscape required. [0} Provide natural tones in color and materials so that the project
does not stand out on the natural hillside. 11} Provide more complete documentation
with clevations roof plan and 3-D modeling. 12) Provide context photo documentation of
neighboring properties.

Action: Maosel/Mudge, 7/0/0.

wRRRREaEpE kst THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 6:13 PML UNTIL 6:36 PV, %5 % s ke s knsns
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Board Comments:
1) A parking pass in lieu of a stipend would be beneficial.

"’) Provide a staff check list for project completion as opposed to a Board member doing prescreening,
) Continuing Education Units would be beneficial,
4) There should be a distance limit for Board members who do not five within the city.

5} A Board member who does not live in the city should reside in the County and have a connection to
the City, such as employment,

CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

1. 565 YANKEE FARM RD A-1/8D-3 Zone
. Assessor's Parcel Number:  047-030-003
Application Number: MST2005-00759
Owner: Honuakai LLC
Designer: Nils Hammerbeck
(Proposal for a new 6,304 three-story single-family residence, a 1,300 square foot attached garage, and a
500 square foot detached accessory structure. The existing 2,773 square foot single-family residence on
the 3.51 acre ot will be demolished. Cut and fill grading will be balanced on-site. This project requires

approval of a Coastal Development Permit. A modification is requested for the garage to exceed 750
square feet.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION

ORDINANCE FINDINGS.)
(4:47)

Present: Nils Hammerbeck, Designer; Ginger Anderson, Civil Engineer; Lane Goodkind,
Landscape Architect,

Public comment opened at 5:10 p.m.

Ms. Brodison summarized for the record letters received from Patricia Foley, Lori Rafferty, and Jean
Schuyler stating their concerns with the mass, bulk, scale, and neighborhood compatibility.

Lana Clark, Buynak Law, firm representing Dr. and Mrs. Sansis, read info the record a letter from
William Cooper, AIA, expressing the following concerns 1) the amount of cut and fill; 2) site stability,

grading and drainage; 3) adequate screening, 4) solar panel element not integrated; 5) tower height, and
the amount of light emitted,

Patricia Foley, President, Braemar Ranch Homeowners Association, read into the record a letter from
the HOA stated opposition to the mass, buik, scale, grading, and white color.

Robert Niehaus, resident, stated that redesigned should be redesigned to be more compatible with the
neighborhood, there is concern with night glow.

Kia Dawallo, expressed concerns with installation of utilities to the project, and mitigation of
construction workers entering Yankee Farm Road from the project.

Public comment closed at 5:19 p.m.
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Moaotion:

Action:

Page 6
Continued indefinitely to the Full Board with the following comments:

1) After conducting a site visit, the Board finds that the project is moving in the righi
direction in terms of nestling into the hillside terrain. 2) The pool house portions of the
project are well integrated into the site. The stone walls, and the re-establishment of the
more natural looking topography helps to better integrate the architecture, especially as
seen from below. 3) The main residence design works with the Hillside Design
Guidelines where it digs into the hill on the north. 4) The materiality, although
appropriate in the Santa Barbara area, seems foreign to the contemporary nature of the
architectural forms. Use materials that blend with the hillside, and darker colors so that
the project appears fo recede. 5) The projecting south facing elements are looming.
Restudy the southern two-story exposures to reduce the apparent height, especially as
viewed by neighbors to the south. Avoid using fili to artificially raise the grade in an
attemmpt to mask excessive height. 6) The Board appreciates the reduction in height from
the previous scheme and acknowledges that the third story has been eliminated.  7) The
solar installation, while well infended, is not integrated with the green sod roof over the
buried garage. Integrate the solar with the architecture in a location less obvious to the
neighbors above. 8) The Board looks for further study and detail of the associated
grading plan to understand the amount of grading proposed. 9) The naturalization and
restoration of the hillside landscape is appreciated. The native grass themes and the
introduction of additional trees to south are beneficial to the neighborhood. 10) Study the
introduction of additional trees to north of the building so that the structure does not
present a skyline silhouette, thus helping mask the apparent mass, bulk, and scale of the
house. 11) Look for inspiration from hillside or hilltown type architecture to step the
architecture more with the topography.

Wienke/Mudge, 6/1/0. Motion carried. LeCron opposed. (Manson-Hing absent.)

srmasisasaasexks THE BOARD RECESSED FROM 6:16 P.M, UNTIL 6:36 P M, ###ssidanninds

CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM: PUBLIC HEARING

2.

15 E PEDREGOSA STREET R-3 Zone
Assessor's Parcel Number:  025-372-010 '
Application Number: MST2006-00434
Owner: Michael Szymanski

(Proposal for a 682 square foot addition to the second-floor of an existing two-story 4,022 square foot
duplex on an 8,559 square foot parcel. The project includes a new 122 square foot balcony and exterior
stairs. The existing three covered parking spaces will remain.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT.)

(6:36)

Present:

Michael Syzmanski, Owner,




* The State minimum design standards pertain to the following:

Peak storm water runoff discharge rates

Natural area conservation

Minimization of storm water poliutants of concem
Protection of slopes and channels

Storm drain stenciling and signage

Design of outdoor storage areas

Design of trash storage areas

Ongoing maintenance verification

Structural or freatment control BMPs

Design of individual project types.
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The existing City design criteria for the State minimum design standards are described
below. A matrix of the relevant City policies and ordinances that provide the basis for
the appiication of these design standards follows this discussion.

Peak Storm Water Runoff Discharge Rates

To meet State General Permit requirements that post-development peak storm water
runoff discharge rates not exceed the estimated pre-development rate, the City applies
the general rule that post-development peak storm water runoff discharge rates not
exceed the estimated pre-developmernt rate for the specified discretionary profect types
of one acre or greater. The City goes beyond the General Permit minimum standards by
~applying this general rule for peak storm water discharge rates to all discretionary
development and redevelopment projects undergoing Planning Commission permit
approval regardless of project size or type, as feasible given site circumstances.
Drainage calculations are required as part of the development and envircnmental
review process, runoff discharge limitations are applied as conditions of project
approval; final plans are checked and development inspected; and maintenance of
BMPs is required by condition of approval.

As described above, discretionary projects are reviewed by a team which inciudes the
‘Building and Safety, Engineering, and Planning Divisions. Standard requirements
include the following:

+ Discretionary projects are required to provide drainage calculations on the pre-
and post-development runoff.
* Anincrease in run-off is to be retained on-site and filtered using structurai BMPs,

such as detention basins, bioswales (vegetated filters) and mechanical BMPs,
such as manufactured filters.

e These systems are to retain, at a minimum, the peak run-off differentiat from pre-
and post-conditions for a 25 year storm, if feasible and practical for the site.

« If these methods are not feasible or practicai, projects are to retain excess water
with underground tanks under the same above-mentioned criteria if feasible.
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¢ Runoff is calculated by County of Santa Barbara hydrograph data and the
Manning Equation,

» Bioswale and retention calculations are determined with the SCS, synthetic unit
triangular method.

The project review and approval process directs afl developments to decrease the post-
construction run-oft with at ieast the same volume of retention. The following eguation
has been used for volumetric calculations of retention: V=0.5XQ25 increaseX2.67XTc,

where Q25 increase Is the increased post construction run-off and Te is the time of
concentration, which is 720 seconds.

Natural Area Conservation

Although targely developed out as an urban area, the City of Santa Barbara is noted for
the extensive incorporation of trees and landscaping within urban development.
. Adopted City General Plan policies and ordinances support implementation of these site
design criteria which include to cluster development, minimize grading and clearing of
native vegetation, maximize trees and vegetation, promote the use of native and
drought-folerant vegetation; incorporate landscaping in parking lot design; and preserve
rparian areas and wetlands. The PRD (Planned Residential Development) Conditional
Use Permit and PUD (Planned Unit Development) zone also specifically provide for
clustering development to preserve open space.

The City presently meets the State General Permit minimum design standards for
‘natural area conservation as specified in Attachment 4 of the permit by applying the
general criteria of limiting grading, and preserving cpen space and native vegetation, as
feasible, given site circumstances, through the review and approval process of specified
discretionary project types of one acre or greater. The City goes beyond the State
minimum design standards by applying these criteria as feasible o all discretionary
development and redevelopment projects requiring Planning Commission permit
approval, regardless of project size or type. Grading plans, biological resources reports,
arborist reports, and landscape plans are required as applicable for environmental
-analysis and design review of discretionary projects. Site layout and landscape
requirements, environmental mitigation measures and standard requirements pursuant
to policies and ordinances are applied as conditions of discretionary project approvais to
fimit grading, preserve open space and native vegetation, with final plans checked,
development inspected, and ongoing maintenance required as a condition of approval.

Minimization of Storm Water Poliutants of Concern
{Of, Grease, Gasaline, Metals, Pesticides, Pathogens, Suspended Solids)

Adopted City General Plan policies, ordinances, and guidelines support implementation
of design criteria to minimize water poliutants. All new discretionary residential,
commercial, industrial, and transportation development and redevelopment projects are
subject to incorporation of BMPs through the design review process and application of
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BUILT
GREEN

SANTA BARBARA

REMODELER
Self-Certification Checklist

STEP |: Select Project (ategory

Definitions — What category is your project’

3 Whele House/Commercial Remode)

® Major changes 10 mechanical, elecrical, andfor waterfsewer systems; and sither,

¢ Strectural and finish changes 1o more then 70% of the existing structure
{aggrepate square footage of rooms affacted); or,

* hn addiion equal to or greater than T0% of the square foatage of existing
huilding.

L3 sddition:

* Koy project that dncrezses the fooyprint andfor the total square footage of 3
home/building.

71 Remodei

+ Requires Tajor changes 10 the mechanical, electrical, water and/or tewer systemny,
and

» Mere than 500 square feer and less than T0% of el square Jootage of existing
wilding (zggrepate square fovtage of rooms affectzd).

O3 Small Remode!

® Requires no mejor changes to the mechpical, electrical, water andfor sower
sysrom! aof

o Lews than 560 squaee foet or

v Uiassifed 2y a bathroom or Yirchen remodel or 2 basersemt finish,

Step 1 Complete Checklist

Check items you will be inciuding in this project to qualify for
a Buiit Green™ star rating,

HGW Y0 Use v CecusT
3} 23T Provide a front porch

|y

fiction item to be tmplemented

{% nems are requived)

Order sction item appears in Section (numerical)
Section where action iterm descripdion appears
Point vafie of action item (when range of poinss,
refer 1o Part | pamative.)

{heci (v) when completed

STEP 3: Determine Rating

Requirements o Qualify at i-Star Level

AR jtems, 30 points, glus orientation
= Program Orientation {ane time only).
o Action ftems 1.8, 34, and 40 - Build to "Green” Codes & Regulations,

* farn 36 points. Hake sure you earn the minimum points for eadh seccion. See
tabies helow.

Provide Waste Reduction Resource Sheer (Action ftem 5-1).

Prepare/post & jobsite recyding plan {Action ftem 5-18).

Provide Homeowner's fnformation Kit (Action Itam &-1),

¥ instalfing screw-in compaxt Ruorescent Jamps (CFL), peovide four replacement
scre-in CFLs b the owner (Action em 3.36).

-

-

Requirements to Qualify at 2-Star Level

HY pownts for Whole House/Commarcial Remodel, 15 points for Addition or
Remadel; 5§ points far Small Remodsf

"o Heer t-Year requdrements,

» Eam addivional points to meet the minimum for your project catepory. Make sare
you earn the minimum points for eadh secion, See tables below.

* Attend 2 BUILT GREEN ™ agproved workshop within past 2 monthe prior o
certification,

Requirements to Quafify at 3-Star Level

10 peints for Whele House/Commerdal Remodel; 160 poines for Addition;

130 poiats for Remodal

¢ Neet 2-Star roquivements,

+ Barn additionsl points 1 meet the minimum for your project category, Make sure
you arn the minimum pofrs Br each Sectisn, See tables beiow.

Minjmum: Posats by Section

Star Level ! H 3
Section | { ] 5 T !
Section 2 S f g 5
Ssction 3 g i 15
Section 4 5 it 5
Section § 5 1o 39

p bection § | * * i * |

Hinimuma Point Totals by Preject Categories
Sear Loyl [ 2 3
hole House/Commeraal Remodl 36 Lig 18
Additien i} 15 160
Remodel 30 I 130
{mall Remedel B
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- gra :

a

(3 {815) 16, £orall project in County of Santa Barbara
Innovative Building Review Program o egaivalent

L2488} 1L lavelve whele team in setting gresn gosks at
begianing of project

0 Subtotal for Section Cne

LI (o) 20, Meet California water efficiency and
applicable stormwater/sice development requirsments

MTE PROTECHON

Protect Site's Natural Features

=]

£

[

I3} LA Limit beavy equipment use zane and worker
parking to limit soil compaction

) B Preseve existing native vegetadion as
landscaping

T3} 13 Take extra precavtions to proteat trees
during construction

CIB} 24 Presere and protect wethands, shorelies,
bluffs, cresks and othier triticat areas during construction

Proteet Hatural Processes On-Site

i
a
Q
|
.
0
a
.
a
a
U
a

0

3y 25 install cemporary ersion control devices and
eptimally maintain them

CI (1} 26 Dse compost, muiches or fabric to stabilize
disturbed siopes

£1¢y 7 Prowea stadepiled topseil with mulch or
plastic sheeting

T3y 25 Balance ot and 4, while maintaining
onginal topagraphy

CH3y 29, timit grading to 20 1t outside building
footpting

C1 (8 230 bmend disturbed sod to 2 depeh of 8 to 10

inthes to restore soil enviranmental functions

CI(5  LIE Replant or donate removed vegetation for
immediate reuse
C1 65} 242 Use & water management system that allows

proundwater to recharge

185y 213 Desiga to reduce elfective imperviaus surface
LHES) 214 Use pervions materials for any new
driveways, walkways, patios

CE {53 215, 4o increase 10 the building footprine

D3 {10-18) 216, nstall vegetated rood system (e.g. eco-roof)
to reduce impervious surface

E1 43} 217, Constriet no additional imperviows surfaces
outside bultding feotprint

. fiminate Water Pollutants

a o

0

118, Take extra care to establish and maintain 2
single szabilized construcion ensrance {quarry spall or crushed
rock)

Dl 119 Take extra precautions to insiall and
maintain sediment traps

&

oo o o 0 o o g oo

)
(|
Wi
|

DI 320 Take extra precautions ts not dispose of
topsail in Jowlands or wetlands

T3y 220 Wash sut conorere wrucks i shab o
pavement subbase areas and provide appropriate dean up
areas for other trades {paist, plaster, erc)

DI (15 2-22. Prehidic burying construction waste
T 5. wWhen construction is complete, lesve no
vart of the disturbed site uncovered ur unstabilized

O3 124 Recyde antifreese, oil, and off filters at
appropriate outlets
{1y 2-25. Dispose of non-recydable hazardous waste

a Tegally permitted facilities

C1 {1 226, Establish and post dean 4p procedures far
spills to prevent illegal discharges

E1{0 227 Reduce harardons waste through good
jobsite housekeeping

Oy 228 Provide an infilteation tranch for voofiap
runcff ,
L1 229 se sdowerelease organic fertilizers to

establish vegetation

O3 230 Be less toxic ar organic form releasers
L3 (3} 231, Use non-toxic or lew-texic outdoor fumber
for landscaping feg. plastic, least-toxic treated wood)

DESIG ALTERNATIVES
L1 {68 231 i adding 2 garage, minimize garage size
E1 (3 2334 adding a garage, position garage 1o it is
fiot i fromt of howse
O} 234 Provide an accessory dwelfing unit o
accessory lving quarters
L3 235 Provide 2 frant porch

WATER PROTECTION

Qutdoor Consarvation

Q

d
o
.

o

E1 (1} 2-36. Muich landscape beds with 2 in. orgasic
mulch

TV 237, e drought tolerant grass

T 238 Use compost soil amendments to establish

vegetation with Jess irrigation

T3{) 239 tandscape with plants approptiate for site
topogriphy and soil types, emphasizing use of plants with fow
watering requirements; 08

O3B 240 Landscape with NATWE phants appropriate
far site topography and seil types, emphasiring wse of planss
with low watering requirements

L1 241 Pumb for greywater frrigation
1S 2AY dnstell rainwater collection system {cistern)
for rouse

O (1) 2-43. lnstafl irigation system wsing recycled water
O3 06 244 No turl grass

BUILT GREENT SANTA BARBARA REMODELER Handbook- Self-Certification Checklist
MNovember 2004

Checklist-2




Indoor Conservation
L DIy 245 For vawfreplaced bathroom faucets, selact
fistures with GPY fest than cede
CF Ol 246 For pewfreplaced kivchen faucess, sefect
fixtures with GPM fess than code
O TI{ 247 For newlreplaced toilets, sefect Fxrures that
meel code, and work with the fist fush
WODI(0) 248 tstall fnstane (tankless) hot water systems
(where appropriate}
Eliminate Water Polistants

O CX{l) 249 Educate swners about green <leaning
products
O [3{4) 250 Provide food waste thutes and compost or

worm bins instead of a food garbage disposal
Innevatien
EF L5 {40y 2-51 Inchude innovative Gesign, equipment and
epevation solutions to protect the site’s nztural featurss,
conserve water and reduce impact on water resources

o Subtotal for Section Two

{34 ¥ﬁc

L3 T (% 30 Meet {afifornia State Fnergy Code, Tite 24

ENVELOPE
Thermal Performance
OO [ ¢18-40)3-t. Iowprove overall trergy efficency of entire
building, inciuding addition, and document envelope
improvements of addition beyond tode {companent
performante approach)
Air Seafing
O T @ 31 lnspet and adjust all dosn and windows
and install weather-stripping
O 31 Wrep addition with an exterior air
infltration bardier fo manufacturer’s specifications
O D3} 34 dse Airtight Drywall Approach for framiing in
addition/remodel structures
B D6y 35 tse airighr building method, suck as
structural insalated panels or insalated concrate farms, in
addition/remodel structures
O D) 36 Use Slower door test b identify and correct
air mfiltration problems
Reduce Thermal Bridging

G T3 37 Use blowndn insulatisn

L T8 38 Use insulated headers in addition/remadel
structures

LDy 39 fally msulate corners {roquires 2-stad
instead of 3-stud corners) n additionfremodel strixcoures

O DI 350 Folly inslate at interiorfaxteriar wall
tntersection in addition/remodel structures

W Dt b0b Specily 2nd use energy heals of 6 in. o

more oo frusses to afow adced insulation over top plate in
addition/remode! structures

Q 0@ 312 Replae uninsulated exterior doors with
insufated doars
3 3) 313 Add wall, ceiling, andfor floer insulation
beyond code requirements
T3 314 Use struceural fnsutated panels in
agditionfremodel structires
T3 3 LA5 Use advanced wall Faming—2d-in O,
widouble top plate in addition/remodel structures
LI %16 Use KFRE certified windows with a U-factor
of .35 or better for new or replaced windows [0.45 or below
for new or replaced skylighss)
Solar Desipn Features
Q D@ 3T For southefacing adéition/remogel, provide
sauth shading—install properly sized overhangs on south
facing glazing

| U SR S

O O 3-8 For addition/remadel, orient windows to
make the best use of passive sofar

O O 319 Yse garing with sobar beat gain coeficiont
fess than .38

O D@ 320 for addition/remodel, use bailding and
landscaping plars that reduce heating/eacling loads naturally

L D3 (1-5) 321 Demonstrate an overall reduction in space
conditioning energy wsing approved energy madefing sofoware

REATING/LOOLING
Distributien

QD3 dp 3-22 Centrally Tocate heating / toling systens to
teduce the size of the distribution system

W DI{ 323 install one or more progedy supported
cefting fan pre-wires in addition/remadel

O DI 324 Install ENERGY STAR® heating sguipment

O TI@ 325 hstall EHERGY STARD coofing enuipment

Q DI 326 If evisting duct insulation i less than R,
inselate ducts to R-11

& [34{) 327 Use disect veat gas or propane hearth
product (AFYE rating)

G TI @ 328 No fireplaces or onfy high efficiency units
{Rurmsford or Russian fireplace, masonry heater)

O 0@ 129 Ko air anditioser

O D13 330 Seal ducts using fow toxic mastie or
“heroseal” type treatment

L D33 331 Performance test duct for air feakage meefs
third-party review asd tertification

O O¢) 332 tocate heating / cocling equipment and the
distribution system ingide the heated space

Q L3 333 Perform comprehensive trawh space
iTpravement

Lontrols

Q T 334 tostall chermostat with on-switch for fermace
fan 1o circufate air

O D30) 335 tnstall o0-minute timers or humidistat for
bathroom and laundry room fans

OF T2y 336 Install programmable thermosters with

multiple setback eptions
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Heat Recovery

L3 14} 337 install 2 beat recovery ventifagor
WATER HEATING
Distribution
U I () 338 Locate water heater within 20 pipe foet of
highest use
L EHh 329 tselate hot and cold water pipes within §

feet of the hot water heater
b D36y 340, tnovall ondemand or small focal hot water
delivery system, or “homee run” hot plumbing at farthest
lecation from water heater
1 (3} 145 Upgrade elecwic water heater efficiency to
EF of .93 or higher (o1 use 3-44 below)
O1 (3 1AL Upgrade gas or propane water hazter
efficiency to EF of 40 (o use 3-45 below)
P34 343 tnstall the water heater inside the heated
wpace {electric, dieect vent, or sealed venting only)
L3 (4) 344 Upgrade electric water heater to sxhaust air
heat pump water heater or de-superheater: B L9 (alternate
to 3-41 ahove)
L D) {345 Upgrade gas or propane water heater to EF
of .83 (ahernate tg 342 zhove)

IR & B R

fippliznces
L D 346, Pravide an outdsor clathesline
O D0y 347 tnstall ga clothes dryer
O BB 348 Instell a herizonta-axis or ENERGY STARD
washing mraching
D D31 349 nstall an extra-efficent dichwasher (ENERGY
STAR®)
B Ol 350 tnseall ENERGY STARY yefrigerator
Drainwater Heat Recovery
B T30 351 fastall drainwater heat recovery system

(DR
LIGHTING
Hatural Light
0 [ 352 Use Sght-colored interior finishes in
additien/remodel

WL @ 383 e derestory for ratural fighting in
addition/remode!

D@ 3-8 Use fight wbes or dual glazed, fow-e
skylights lor natural lighting and o reduce tlectri lighting in

additien/remodel
Solar Fowerad Lighting
LI CH{1) 385 Replace electsic autdoar fighting with solar-

powered walkway or sutdoor area {ighting
Effident Lighting
L D {# /1) 254, furnich four ENERGY STAR™ compact
fluorescent light bulbs to owners {req'd it installing screw-Ta
compacts, See Action Hem 3-60)

Q0 D3y 357 Substitute Welogen lighting for incandescent
down-fights
G T30 358 Install motior detectars on exterior lights

Q T3 359 install fighting dimmer, timers, and/er
motion $efectors on interior fights

QD3 (25) 160 Use ENERGY STAR® compact fuprescent
bulbs, baliast, o7 fixtures in three high-use lucations {kitchen,
purch/ouldesrs, and one other foration)

KLTERNATIVE SYSTEMS
O DT 3-0h Add solar water heating system
L O3 (5-30) 3-62 lnstalt phosoveltaic system
innovation
QD3 {410) 363 Include innovauve design, equipment and

aperation solutions to enhance energy efficiency

¢ fubtotal for Section Three

OVERALL
O I3 (%) 40, Heet California State Ventilation/idoar A
Quality (ode

Q [I{5) %5 hssist Owners with slergies or chemical

sensitivities to identify preforred HAQ measures and finishes
JOB-SITE OPERATIONS

O O 42 e hssoxic deaners

L Db 43 Require workers to use VOC-rafe masis

QD1 44 isclate constraction from non-construction
tpaces

03 () 45 Take measures during construcrion
operatins 1o avoid moisture probiems later

O D0 46 Teke measures o avoid prodiems due &0
censtruction dust

G I 47 Proteet exterior building compasents Irom
water or Meistore damage; address existing problems

O D33} 48 Ventdate with fans alter each new finish s
apphied

O O3 49 Uean duct and furnace thoroughly 2t job
wmpletion

O D3 @) 400, Involve subs in implementing 2 healthy
buiiding job-site plan for the project

LAYOYT AND MATERIAL SELECTION

O D3 410 1 using carpet, specty low VU carpets with
the Tarpet and Rag Tnstitute (CRE) tndoor Air Quafity {1AG)
fabel

UL T30 440 trstelt tow pile or fes allesgenvattracting
carpet and pad

O L3I0y 443 Build = lockable storage urit for hazasdows
deaning and mafntenance products, detached fram occupied
space

G Oy 41410 installing water filter at sink, sclea ane
with bicdegradatle carbon fifter

W D3 418 Install shewerhead Siter

O CI3) 496 e carpet 10 addition/remodel

O O® 417 Optimize air quality in family bedrooms
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LooQ

oo o o o U N R W £

0o

0

LI 3) 418 f using carpet, wstall by tacking (po glue)
L33} 419 If garage is atiached, air-seal it from hevse
I} 42D Use formaldehydefree fiberglas insulation

C3 3 41 Use TowVOU, low-toxic, water-hased, solvent-
free sealers, grouts, mortan, cautks, and adheswves inside the
huftding

£33 422 Use plywsod and composiies of exteriar
grade or formaldehyde-free {for interior use in
addition/remadel}

£33 4234 replacing or instaffing cabinets, use

cabinets made with formaldehyde-free board or exterier grade
plywoed and law toxic finish

D30 424, Use glass, coramic or poreelain tile for
flosring in addition/remodei

L3 (3 425, Yse poiyerhylene piping for plombing {no
¥
O {3 526 I instaliing andior replacing carpeting,

install natural fiber campet (e, juse, sisal, woel)
L3 (5 42 se low-V0C Aow-toxic interior paints and
finishes for large surface areas

CH(1g) 428, Ne carpet in building
MOISTURE CONTROL
3 429, Provide dessable doormat and shae rads

at entryfies) to building

LI(I) 430 Direct stormwater at least § ft away from
building using grading ard approved drain system as
appropriate

C3 4 431 Seal at doors, windows, plombing, and
electrical penetrations against meisture and air feaks

Ty 430 # shab is wsed for adgition, instalf poly
barrier properly;  no sizb, hottom of floor is sufficient height
shove baddilled dirt with vaper Barnier properly instafied
Ty 433 Add vents to ensure adequate ventifation to
entire attic space; upgrade existing venting as necessary
D3 434 bse reof gutters o drain out onte sphash
blacks or approved vystem 50 drain water away from building
E1 () 435, Piech and fath new moofs roperly

L3 {1} 434 For new/disturbed exterior walls, design wal
system 10 affew water to drain out in the event of possible
water penetration

AR DISTRIBUTION AKD FILTRATION
E3 (1 437, Instalt returneair ducts in new bedrooms)
U 438 totdl an operable siglipht {manval w
aytomated) figh ap in the nructure to aid matral
ventifation.  Use U-factor of 0.45 or below and sofar gain co-
efficient of D.35 or below

D13 439 Inspect, repair, 2pd upgrade air distribusion
system
L34 440 Yerity performance of new and existing

ventitation systems; measuring supply and exhaust airflow,
thecking cortrol zcsivation and damper operation
O3 (3 445 Upgrate fiters to mediumecfficioncy pleated

filter or berer

O DI 442 lastall farnace andfor ducemounted aie
deaner or hgh edficieney air flter {non-electronic)

0 D3 442 lostalt centeal vachum, exhausted 1o outsics

L O3y 444 Provide for cross ventilation wsing aperable
windows in additionfremodel

G LT3 445 Tnstalt 0 detector(s)

8 D13} 446 Rework existing windews that have besn
painted shut :

HVAL EQUIPHENT

WOTE{f} 447, lnstall spot ventitation equipmeat in &l
appropriate docations @ per Ventifation and lndoor Air Quality
Code

O {0 448 tnutall crank or elactronic timers, o
humidistat contrals for bath exhaust fans

G O 449 festalf spot ventibation fans to same
standard a5 whole hause fan

L D3 430 tnsall exhaust fans in rooms whers office
equipment is vsed

O CI@ 45 hnstaf sealed combustion hesting and hot
waler 2guipment

Q@) 451 Specly new heating and/or conling

equipment tp meet new design heating and coeling foads of
rembdeted space

O B@ 453 sl whole house fan

G 3 454 Provide balanced indoor pressure wing
cantrolled ventilation

O O 455 Where appropriate, install furmace fan motor
with an wlectrically commutated motor (ECH)

G D5 (10 436, dnstall 2 ductiess heating system (e.g,
radlant floor or baseboard)

L D16 4-57. For pre-199F homes, upgrade to 2 whoe
house ventilation system

innovativh

01 10 810 458 Indude innovative design, aquipment ard
cperation sofutions 1o protect heman health ané eshance
indoor air quaifty during canstruction andfor occupation
2 Subtotal for Section Four
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o

Reduce

U

o

oo L

Retise

co

£

O

z
oo D cooo

cooodo O

g ocogd

OVERALL
£3 (5-28) 50 Create functienal, multi-purpose spaces while
liizng adéitional square footage

JOBSITE OPERATIONS

L3 (&} 51 Provide waste raduction resource sheet 1o
on-site persennel and subcontracters

C1 68 52 Use suppliers who offer reusable or
recyclable packaging

D3y 53 Provide weather protection for storad
materials

E3{2 54 (reate detailed take-off and provide a <uc
tist to famer

O 55 Use central cutting area o cut pads
D33} 54 Contractually reqaire subcontracters to

participate in waste reduction effors

CI (1) %7 Reuse belding materials when appropriate
T3y 58 Rewse, sell, or give away non-code windows
for unheated spaces

LI 59 Reuse dimensional lumber, must be res
graded for structural use

{1y 5-H: Bse revsable suppfies for operations, suck as
wonstruction fences, tarps, refilable propane fanks

O3 () 5. Have leltover materials o next job or
provide to owser

E1y 512 Yeuse spert solvent for deawing

LI g 513, Sall or give away wood scraps

Thqny 514, Sell or donate reusable itenss

E3 (1 545 Use rewsable forms, induding woed if it is
well maintained

C1 4y 516, Purchase used building matenials for yaur
job

D3 {2y 507 Save and rawse site topsod

D3 (%) 518, brepare jobsite recycling plen and post on
tite

LI 19 Contrectually require subcontracters 2
participate In recycling efforty

LI 520 Recyde cardboard

Tl 3-2h Regyde meta scaps

L3 (8 S22 Recyde weed serap and broken pallets
D3 iy 823, Recyde packaging

C1Q) 324 Reqyde drywel

E3 {1} 315 Recyde concretefasphalt rubble, rock, and
brick

33 526 Recycle paim

U3 (& 527, Becyde asphalt roofing

38} 518 Reqyde carpet/carpet padding and
uhelstery fozm

T3 525 Reeyde land dearing and vard waste

Hazardous Wasee

i
|

&

verall

Ce oo o

Framing

0 0 gcodld

O

Foundation
a
]
i}

Sub-Floar
)

Boons
2

Finish Poer

]

co o o

O3 5-39. Dispuse of fuorescent fights and Balfasss at
appropriate facility
L1 531 boliow "Best Peactices” for removaligispasal

of ashestns-concaining materials
D 530 Follow “Best Practices” for removalidispasal
of lead-contzining marerials

DESIGH AND MATERIAL SELECTION

D3¢ 533 the stendard dimensions in design of
additiea/remodel

C3(h 534 install materials with longer e cycles
O3y 535, Instdl locally produced materials from
within approwimately SO0 miles radius

CIg) 536 dse ce-mifled sabveged humber

D i3 537 Use wood producs certified as “sustainably
produced” by 2 recognized third party

Chey 538, Use stacked floor plams

LIl 539 Use engineered structural products
Oy 540, Use stractural insulated panels

I 5L Use (21) 26 intermediate framing
O 0y 542 Use comentitious foam-formed walls with

fiyash concrete

LIl 543 Use Dgerjointed framing material {eg,
risers and studs) fongitudinal compression loads only

U3 (3-8 5-44. e at least S0% of dimensionat lumber
centified as “sustainably procuced” by a recognized third
party

T3 (8.16) 545, Use at least 90% of dimensionsl Turner
and 30% of cheathing certified as “sustainably produced” by
a recognized third party

3 {1} 546, Use regionally praguced block for new
foundation

1)) 547 Use fyash in concrate for new foundation
C18) 548 Bse recyded concrete, asphalt, or glas

cuflet (or base or Gl for new foundation

CI {540 U5 recyded-content underlayment for agw
sub-floor
3 550 Yse domestically grown wood interiar doors

LI 5-BE M installing aew or replacing existing viny!
flooring, use product with recycled camtent

T3y 552 1 instafling new or replaciag existing carpet,
use recycled-content carpet pad

LIy 553 0f insealling new or repladng existing camat,
use recycled-content of renewed carper

O (3) 554 Reuse existing wood fooring

D18 555 1f installing new tife, use recyded-content
glass, ceramic or porcelain tile
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L D1 48) 556 K installing new ar replacing existing
flooring, use Tinotewm, cork, salvaged wood, or bamboo

flosring
Ineerior Walls
O CH(y 557, tpeaty and use drywall with recycied-
content gypsim
O D1 558 Spealy and use recyded or “rewsrked”

paint and finishes in addition and for any re-painted surfaces
Qther Interior - Recyding

O 0Oy 555 Provide huilein Gechen or nility room
recydling center
Exterior Walis
O O 560 Use recyded-content sheathing where new

sheathing is raquired

Iy 581, Yse siding with rechaimed or recycled
materizt for new or replaced siding

CH{B 561 lise S0-year siding prodect for new or
replaced siding

CH{ 583, lse salvaged masoney brick or block for
rew of replaced exterior

DI %64, lse focally produced stene or brick for new
ot veplaced exterior :

o 0o o

Windows

O DIy 565, Use waod/composite windows for new or
raptaced windows

Q DIy 386 Use finger<sinted wood windows for aew or
eeplaced windaws

. Cbimetry and Trim

WD 5671 wsing hardwood tim, wse domesti
products for new or replacad cabinetry and trim

W Oy 568 Use finger-jointed tim for new o replaced
cabinesry and trim ‘

0 O {1 589 For new or replaced cabinetry/trim, use
demestic hardwood trim that & certified a5 “Sustainably
produced” by a vecogpized third party

O T3 (33) S-T0. For new or replaced cabinetry/trim, use
trepicat hardwoud trim or cabinets only f certified as
“sustainably produted” by a recognized taird party

Rosf

O 37 S Use recyded-content roofing material for

pewlreplaced roofing

O DI 572 Use 40yewr soofiag materiaf for
new/replaced roofing

G D3 573 Yse S-year roof materfal for new/replaced
toofing

lesulation
O 0 %74 se recyded-conent insubxion
0 D1 @) 575 Use eaviroamentally friendly foam building

products (formaldehyde-free, £FC-Aree, HOF(-free)
Qther Exterinr

Q DIy 576 Use recaimed or salvaged materig) for
fandscaping wafls
B O3} S5-77 Use recydad-content plastic or woud

polymer lumber for decks and porches
O D18 578 Use pressure-treated wood with Jeast e
pressure treztment {no C(A}
irrgvation
L3 O3 (410) 579 Indude innovative design, equipment and
operation selutions to conserve naturel sesources and minimize
waste produced on the project

0 Subtotal for Section Five

HOMEQWHER'S KT
G LD (%) 61 Provide owner with Homeownar's
tnformation it

Project Address/Location

Total Project Points 0

Project Category {check one)

D Whole House/Commerial Remodel E} Addidion

D Rermode! D Small Remodel
Program Level Obtained:

Clr-Star ®* [ ]2-Star A% [ 1 3-Star %% %

By my signature, [ certify that { have performed all
Action {tems checked above:

{Remodeler Signature and Date}
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